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‘Dankbetuiging’ is een ouderwets woord, maar het dekt de lading van het begin van dit 
proefschrift beter dan ‘dankwoord’. Het woord ‘betuiging’ impliceert namelijk dat ik echt 
stil sta bij en de tijd neem voor het bedanken van een ieder: Ik erken dat hun steun en hulp 
in mijn hart gegrift staan. 
Het is niet de bedoeling dat deze dankbetuiging langer wordt dan mijn dissertatie. Die 
is al dik genoeg. Dus ik heb ervoor gekozen om het kernachtig te houden. Hopelijk wis-
ten alle familieleden, vrienden, kamergenootjes, HRS departementsleden, (ex-)collega’s, 
mede-hobbyisten (de mensen van het Veritas Forum, de aio-raad, Serve the City, WePraise, 
BeingReal, GodAvond, IFES, pHResh, de (s)experts) en uiteraard mijn lieve en te grappige 
vriendin Evie (10) ook al voordat ze deze dankbetuigingen lezen dat ik mijn werk niet 
zonder hen zou hebben gekund. Niet zozeer doordat jullie voorzagen in de broodnodige 
afl eiding (welke voor mij een noodzakelijke voorwaarde is om me te kunnen focussen), 
maar vooral omdat jullie stuk voor stuk in mij geloven, mij stimuleren en mij liefhebben. 
Jullie maken mij een betere wetenschapper doordat jullie mij een beter mens maken. 
Mochten jullie dat echter nog niet weten, dan weten jullie het nu!
Marloes, toen ik nog zei dat ik “alles wil, behalve promoveren en naar België verhuizen”, 
gaf jij al aan dat ik toch maar eens over promoveren na moest denken. Dat ik vervolgens 
naar België verhuisde had ik al als voorteken kunnen zien, maar jij was vervolgens degene 
die me naar Tilburg haalde. Op dat moment was ik gewend aan in België wonen en had 
ik me erbij neergelegd dat ik dan toch maar zou promoveren. Ik had echter nog niet hele-
maal mijn lesje geleerd, want juist daarvoor had ik nog gezegd open te staan “voor alles. 
Behalve Tilburg”. Terugkijkend op de fantastische vier jaar kan ik echter niet anders dan 
concluderen dat jij me jaren geleden al beter door had dan ik mijzelf. Ik heb genoten van 
het traject en heel veel geleerd van je. Ik kan zodoende wel stellen dat ik me geen betere 
begeleider kon wensen! Tevens grappig om vast te stellen dat onze complementariteit 
een bewijs is dat diversiteit zeker wel tot synergie kan leiden...
In het verlengde daarvan: Jaap, jij nam een ongebruikelijke beslissing door mij aan te ne-
men terwijl mijn onderzoeksinteresse niet echt in jouw straatje paste. Vervolgens heb je 
mij aan- en bijgestuurd precies op die punten waar ik dat nodig had, maar ook verant-
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woordelijkheden en ruimte gegeven waar ik dat graag wou. Met name het vertrouwen dat 
je bleek te hebben in mijn aanpak van het Shell-onderzoek bewonder ik. Een dergelijke 
onbaatzuchtige en aan de persoon aanpassende leiderschapsstijl is zeldzaam, maar in elk 
geval voor mij perfect.
Overigens waren er twee personen die, naast Marloes, ook al jaren geleden suggereerden 
dat promoveren misschien wel iets voor me zou zijn. Dirk, dat jij als Belg mij als Hollan-
der onder je hoede nam verdient al een compliment op zichzelf. Dus bij dezen. Maar met 
name de uitdagingen als het lesgeven aan MBA studenten en de verantwoordelijkheid 
over het EHRM programma haalden het beste in mij naar boven. Dat je - samen met Koen! 
- me daarnaast ook hebt gepusht om onderzoek te doen hebben voor een stevig funda-
ment gezorgd waar ik de rest van mijn (wetenschappelijke) carriére op voort kan bouwen. 
Bram, je weet het misschien zelf niet meer, maar ook jij vroeg jaren geleden of promove-
ren niet iets voor mij zou zijn. Ma zei toen meteen dat je dat niet moest vragen “want Hans 
zit heel anders in elkaar dan jij” (iets wat niet te ontkennen valt), maar het is me toch altijd 
bijgebleven – zoals je ziet. Blijkbaar waren je woorden profetisch...
Maar jouw hulp aan de eerste versie van de meta-analyse en het voorbeeld dat je zelf 
hebt gesteld door heel relaxed door je promotie te wandelen en daarnaast nog lekker te 
hobbyen, maakt jou tot een perfect voorbeeld en dat ik zodoende dolblij ben dat je me 
fl ankeert tijdens de verdediging.
Wat betreft de meta-analyse: Daan, dank voor al je inspanningen daarvoor. Wat me echter 
vooral bijstaat zijn de momenten op de conferenties (oa. EAWOP 2009 en EAWOP 2011) 
dat je de tijd voor me nam om me carriéreadvies te geven. Hopelijk vind je het niet al te 
erg dat ik met de SCPM tracht je CEM te verbeteren – voor mij ben je een gigant die me 
helpt om op zijn schouders te staan.
Bertolt, meeting you has literally been the answer to my prayer for “some favour in the PhD 
process”. Well, some favour you are! Not only work wise have you been a blessing, but also 
on a personal level have you enriched my PhD experience in a way that only God could ar-
range. Stockholm (what a birthday!) and our Western-USA road trip in 2012 will stick with 
me for the rest of my life. I look forward to many more of such experiences whilst an ever 
continuing fruitful collaboration for the sake of improving science! Together with Bram, 
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you’re the obvious choice for asking to be my paranimf (next time we meet I should ask 
you to try to pronounce that).
Marieke, je bent niet alleen een fantastische vriendin, maar ook een geweldige vormge-
ver! Bedankt voor het ervoor zorgen dat ik niet (weer) met WordArt zou gaan klooien…
Finally, I would like to thank the members of my committee: Alice, Rolf, Maddy, Beate and 
Claartje. It’s great that you’ve been willing to take the time to read my dissertation and to 











DIVERSITY, STATUS, AND PERFORMANCE: AN INTRODUCTION
During my undergraduate studies, I had the pleasure of working at two offi ce depart-
ments of a homecare company. My colleagues consisted of about 40 women and one 
man (the manager…), which meant that every time that it was someone’s birthday, there 
would be plenty of pie. Now, I think that next to “congratulations” and “that pie looks love-
ly!”, the most-uttered phrase was “Oh no, I shouldn’t….but you can give my piece to Hans!”. So 
you can imagine that for me, working together with all those women was a pleasure. And, 
believe it or not, there were also moments when my colleagues liked to have me around. 
Not only was it nice for them that at least someone ate their pie, but they also knew very 
well to fi nd me whenever there was a technical problem. That wasn’t so much because I 
was an expert in working with the specifi c computer software that we used, or in fi xing the 
more-often-than-not malfunctioning printer (which, in fact, I defi nitely wasn’t), but simply 
because I was a man. And they reasoned that because of my maleness, I should be able to 
help them fi x their technical problems. The bottom-line of this story is that both my female 
colleagues and I perceived there to be advantages in being part of a (gender-)diverse de-
partment. But these were advantages on a personal, subjective level. Is there any reason to 
assume that diversity can also be benefi cial on a more objective and general level?
This question has become rather important due to the fact that the labour force is be-
coming increasingly diverse (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998): Globalization has led to an incre-
ase in ethnic diversity, the emancipation and labour participation of women to an increase 
in gender diversity, and increasing job specialization, rapid technological changes, project 
work and multidisciplinary work groups have lead to an increase in functional diversity 
in organizations. A tremendous amount of research has been conducted in the past two 
decades to the question what the consequences are of workforce diversity (Harrison & 
Klein, 2007; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). These studies can basically be divided 
into two research domains. 
The fi rst domain of research is primarily concerned with the position of minority group 
members. Researchers in this fi eld emphasize that societal tendencies to discriminate 
against minority group members exist in organizations too (Noon, 2007; Plaut, 2010; Za-
noni, Janssens, Benschop, and Nkomo, 2010). Consequently, a major theme of diversity 
research that is conducted by ‘equality scholars’ involves how (the negative effects of ) 
prejudice and stereotyping against minority group members in organizations can be un-
derstood and, if possible, eradicated. 
The second domain of research is primarily concerned with the question whether or 
not diversity has a positive impact on business results. Because a diverse group of peo-
ple may generally be expected to harbour a richer and more diverse set of knowledge, 
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insights and perspectives than a more homogeneous group of people, there is – at least 
theoretically – a case to be made for the argument that diversity enhances performance 
(van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). Indeed, in the 1990’s this rationale for the 
positive consequences of diversity became well-known as the so-called ‘business case for 
diversity’ (Kochan, Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, Jehn, Leonard, Levine, & Thomas, 2003). 
Because work groups are the smallest and therefore easiest unit of analysis to study the 
impact of diversity on performance, business case scholars generally study the extent to 
which there is value in diversity by examining the relationship between work group diver-
sity and group performance. 
Whereas equality scholars thus tend to focus on the position of (individual) minority 
members, business case scholars explore the extent to which diversity can be valuable 
for group- and organizational-level outcomes. Their different interests are refl ected in the 
main processes and outcomes that are focused upon: Equality scholars typically study 
work place discrimination (Davison & Burke, 2000), prejudice (Eagly & Karau, 2002), bias 
(Hekman, Aquino, Owens, Mitchell, Schilpzand, & Leavitt, 2010; Stauffer & Buckley, 2005), 
stereotyping (Fiske, 2012), and (power) exclusion and inequality (Plaut, 2010; Zanoni et al., 
2010). In contrast, business case scholars generally focus on confl ict (Jehn, Northcraft, & 
Neale, 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, Xin, 1999), diversity beliefs (e.g., Homan, van Knippenberg, 
Van Kleef, De Dreu, 2007; van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 2007), information elabora-
tion (the sharing, discussion and integration of knowledge, ideas and perspectives; van 
Knippenberg et al., 2004) and – of course - group performance (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, 
& Briggs, 2011). 
At fi rst blush, this dissertation appears to be mainly involved and aligned with the 
business case perspective. In fact, its general research question is one that is most typical 
of the business case perspective:
To what extent and how does work group diversity impact group performance?
This research question, which will be broken down into more specifi c research questions 
in the following sections, is the starting point of this dissertation and assumes centre stage 
in the major part of it. In answering this research question, I defi ne workgroup diversity as 
differences on any attribute or characteristic that may lead to the perception that another 
person is different from the self between individuals who interdependently work together 
on a task (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). 
One of the core propositions of this dissertation is that the conventional theoretical 
approach (to be explained below) to understanding the diversity-performance relations-





lity scholars in order to gain a comprehensive understanding of how diversity affects per-
formance. Accordingly, in this dissertation I advance a perspective on understanding the 
diversity-performance relationship that integrates insights from business case research 
with insights from equality research. 
Research to the Business Case for Diversity
Since the seminal article of Williams and O’Reilly (1998), diversity research has been domi-
nated by a bi-theoretical perspective: The information/decision-making perspective ac-
counts for diversity’s positive consequences, and the social categorization perspective for 
diversity’s negative effects (van Knippenberg et al., 2004; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 
2007). Representative of the rationale underlying the business case for diversity, the infor-
mation/decision-making perspective posits that a group can make better decisions when 
the group has more (task-relevant) information at its disposal. Because a diverse group 
is expected to harbour a richer and more diverse amount of information than more ho-
mogeneous groups, the information/decision-making perspective predicts that diverse 
groups tend to make better decisions and, hence, outperform homogeneous groups (van 
Knippenberg et al., 2004). 
According to the social categorization perspective (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, 
Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), people are biased in the sense that they tend to fa-
vour ingroup members (i.e. people who are similar to oneself ) above outgroup members 
(i.e. people who are different than oneself ) (cf. the similarity/attraction paradigm; Byrne, 
1971). This bias expresses itself, among others, in the fact that group processes tend to 
be smoother (i.e. more cooperation, less confl ict) in homogeneous than in more diverse 
groups (Chatman & Flynn, 2001; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002). Because smoother 
group processes are expected to enhance group performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003), 
the social categorization perspective predicts that homogeneous groups will outperform 
diverse groups. 
In their infl uential Categorization-Elaboration Model, van Knippenberg et al. (2004) 
provided an account how information/decision-making and social categorization proces-
ses interact with each other. By engaging in a process that van Knippenberg et al. (2004) 
called “group information elaboration” (the exchange, discussion, and integration of task-
relevant information), diverse groups can mobilize their informational resources to achie-
ve good outcomes (cf. De Dreu, Nijstad, & van Knippenberg, 2008; Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 
1997). Social categorization processes can however prevent information elaboration from 
happening, thereby causing diverse groups not to perform up to their potential (Homan 
et al., 2007). With such a model that can account for the positive as well as the negative 
consequences of diversity, there appears to be a reasonable theoretical consensus about 
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why and when diversity has a positive or negative impact on performance.
Interestingly, however, this bi-theoretical perspective to the consequences of work 
group diversity has had limited predictive value. That is, despite the apparent consensus 
on the processes underlying the diversity-performance relationship, diversity research 
continues to be confronted with unexpected outcomes. Arguably, this is most evident 
when it comes to the moderating role of demographic versus job-related diversity (i.e. 
diversity cluster). 
In the 1990’s, diversity researchers took a direct approach to studying the diversity-
performance relationship. When the fi rst reviews (e.g., Milliken & Martins, 1996; Williams 
& O’Reilly, 1998) and meta-analyses (Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000) showed that there 
was no clear direct effect from work group diversity on group performance, researchers 
started to propose and study the effects of various moderators on the diversity-perfor-
mance relationship (cf. van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). The longest standing mode-
rator is diversity cluster: Demographic dimensions of diversity (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity) 
are believed to inhibit group performance, whereas job-related dimensions of diversity 
(e.g., tenure, functional background) are expected to enhance performance (e.g., Harrison 
et al., 2002; Mohammed & Angell, 2004; Pelled et al., 1999). At fi rst sight, this proposition 
seems to be compatible with the conventional theoretical approaches to understanding 
the diversity-performance relationship. The proposition of diversity cluster as a modera-
tor of the diversity-performance relationship is established on the widespread idea that 
demographic dimensions of diversity (as opposed to job-related dimensions of diversity) 
are particularly liable to social categorization processes, whereas job-related dimensions 
of diversity (as opposed to demographic dimensions of diversity) are thought to be more 
indicative of the quality and quantity of the task-relevant informational resources within 
a group. Mannix and Neale (2005) even contended that the moderating effect of diversity 
cluster is one of the few things that we do know about the relationship between diversity 
and performance.
However, several meta-analyses (e.g., Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Webber & Donahue, 
2001) provided mixed support for the moderating role of diversity cluster. Moreover, van 
Knippenberg and Schippers (2007) argued against this conventional belief by arguing 
that job-related dimensions of diversity can give rise to social categorization processes, 
and that demographic diversity can be an indicator of the amount of task-relevant infor-
mation. Then again, more recent meta-analyses (Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009; 
Joshi & Roh, 2009) supported the idea that diversity cluster moderates the diversity-per-
formance relationship. 
Diversity research thus currently appears to be in a state where, based on the same 





cluster, whereas other researchers do not. Given this lingering confusion, the fi rst research 
question of this dissertation is:
RQ1. To what extent do demographic diversity and job-related diversity in work  
groups differentially impact group performance?
The Role of Status in (Diverse) Work Groups
It is one thing to know what the effect is of work group diversity on performance, but it is 
another – and arguably more interesting - thing to know how and why diversity impacts 
performance. What the seemingly never-ending debate about the role of diversity cluster 
suggests is that the bi-theoretical perspective on diversity’s consequences does not com-
plete the puzzle: there is at least one piece missing. Several researchers (e.g., DiTomaso, 
Post, & Parks-Yancy, 2007; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Ravlin & Thomas, 2005) have suggested 
that a piece may be found in the status literature. And indeed, there is a wealth of research 
that speaks about the role of status in (diverse) work groups.
Most of this research has its origin in the work of Bales (1950), who conducted experi-
ments with groups of male university students. Bales observed that more or less from the 
outset of the experiments, group members started to differ in their level of infl uence on 
the decision-making process and that these differences persisted over time. In their at-
tempt to explain these emerging inequalities, Berger and colleagues (e.g., Berger, Conner, 
& Fisek, 1974; Berger, Wagner, & Zelditch, 1985) posited in their expectation states theory 
that group members use cues to create expectations about fellow group members’ levels 
of competence. 
Status characteristics theory (Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977) is a subset of ex-
pectation states theory that aims to explain what the cues are that lead group members 
to attribute lower or higher levels of competence to fellow group members. Status cha-
racteristics are “attributes on which people differ (e.g., gender, computer expertise) and for 
which there are widely held beliefs in the culture associating greater social worthiness and 
competence with one category (e.g., men, computer expert) of the attribute than another 
(e.g., women, computer novice)” (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003: 32). Status characteristics thus 
represent those attributes of a person that are (stereotypically) thought to predict task 
competence (cf. Fiske, 2012; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), and what status characteris-
tics theory suggests is that whenever there is a (stereotypical) association between group 
members’ characteristics and competence on a task at hand, that differences between 
group members’ on that specifi c characteristic will evoke status differences (cf. role con-
gruity theory; Eagly & Karau, 2002). 
The implications for diversity research are crystal clear: Because differences between 
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group members are more pronounced in diverse than in more homogeneous groups, 
status differences between group members are particularly likely to emerge in diverse 
groups. Empirical validation for this assertion can be found in numerous studies showing 
that group members’ characteristics automatically tend to impact fellow group members’ 
expectations about each other’s task competence. Classic examples where people derive 
status from member’s characteristics involve demographic characteristics such as gender 
(e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002) and age (Freese & Cohen, 1973). Interestingly, competence at-
tributions can however also be based on job-related characteristics such as tenure (e.g., 
Bunderson, 2003) or functional background (e.g., Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010) 
and on deep-level characteristics such as personality (e.g., Anderson & Kilduff, 2009). Wit-
hin-group status differences thus do not only emerge from those characteristics that have 
a history of inequality (e.g., gender, ethnicity; cf. Plaut, 2010), but can be based on any 
within-group difference in member characteristics (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).
Within-group status differences are not without consequences: Congruent with Bales’ 
(1950) fi nding that high-status group members are more infl uential, expectation states 
theory asserts that high-status group members will be more frequently deferred to than 
low-status group members (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). According to status hierarchies 
theory, status even tends to reinforce itself: the higher the status of an individual, the in-
fl uence a person will have, which increases his or her status, and so forth (Gould, 2002). 
This suggests that within-group status differences impact the decision-making process: 
The more pronounced the differences between high- and low-status group members are, 
the more disparity there will be in the infl uence of high-status group members on the 
decision-making process compared to low-status group members. 
Compelling evidence for this assertion comes from a review on information exchan-
ge in mixed-status groups by Wittenbaum and Bowman (2005). Based on the empirical 
studies that they reviewed, Wittenbaum and Bowman concluded that high-status group 
members (a) share more information, (b) share more unique information, (c) are more in-
terested in unique information, and (d) are more often deferred to than low-status group 
members. What this suggests is that within-group status differences shape behavior in a 
self-fulfi lling fashion: High-status group members become more dominant, whereas low-
status group members become more submissive. The conclusions from this research thus 
indicate that status differences impact the information elaboration process in such a way 
that the information elaboration processes is likely to be dominated by high-status group 
members. 
Given that work group diversity is likely to evoke and enhance within group status 
differences and that these status differences are likely to impact the group decision-ma-





Interestingly, the status literature stays mute to this question. Status is a topic that was 
typically studied by sociologists (e.g., Berger, Ridgeway) or by social psychologists (e.g., 
Bettencourt, Tajfel, Turner, Wittenbaum), who were more interested in topics like (in)equa-
lity, bias, and stereotyping. As a consequence, the extent to which status impacts group 
performance has hardly been studied until recently (e.g., Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Chattop-
adhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010; Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011), and the role of status 
in the diversity-performance relationship still has to be examined. The second research 
question of this dissertation therefore is:
RQ2. How and to what extent do status-related processes affect the relationship  
between work group diversity and group performance?
Sub-questions that relate to this second research question are: To what extent do status 
differences inevitably arise within diverse work groups? To what extent can these effects 
of within-group status differences on the decision-making process be attenuated? And, 
of course, to what extent do status processes impact the performance of diverse work 
groups?
The Role of Stereotypes in (Diverse) Work Groups
In fi nding an answer to these questions, in this dissertation I will draw heavily upon re-
search to stereotyping (e.g., Fiske, 2012; Fiske et al., 2002) and stereotype threat (Steele & 
Aronson, 1995; Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008). The larger share of research on stereoty-
ping has been conducted on the individual level; therefore the translation of their implica-
tions for the group level has to be done with caution. What stereotyping research clearly 
shows is that stereotypes tend to shape behaviour and performance in a self-fulfi lling 
fashion: People confronted with negative stereotypes tend to become less self-confi dent 
and perform less well (Schmader et al., 2008), whereas people who are confronted with 
positive stereotypes tend to gain self-confi dence and perform better (Walton & Cohen, 
2003). 
Moreover, status research suggests that a person’s status within the group is largely 
dependent on stereotypical attributions between a person’s characteristics and task com-
petence: When stereotypical beliefs suggest that one group member will be less com-
petent at a task at hand than another group member because of their characteristics, it 
is likely that status will be distributed accordingly (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003). And this is 
exactly the point that equality scholars make: Stereotypes against minority employees 
tend to put them in a disadvantaged, low-status position from which it is harder to prove 




RQ3. How and to what extent do stereotypes affect the relationship between work  
group diversity and group performance?
Managing Diversity
Research Questions 1-3 primarily focus on the effect of diversity on performance at the 
group level. By studying the role of status- (RQ2) and stereotyping-related processes (RQ3) 
on the work group diversity-performance relationship, I aim to show that inequality (i.e. 
the topic that is commonly studied by equality scholars) has an impact on work group 
performance (i.e. the topic that is commonly studied by business case scholars). As such, 
the next step is to revisit the debate between business case and equality scholars. Does 
the equality or the business case approach provide the best insights for managing a di-
verse workforce? Is it possible to combine insights from both approaches and thereby 
create an integrated approach? Or is there perhaps room for an alternative approach to 
managing diversity? 
A fundamental difference between the equality and the business case approach to ma-
naging diversity is that they focus on different outcomes: Equality scholars tend to focus 
on inequality, whereas business case scholars tend to focus on business outcomes (e.g., 
performance). Moral philosophers have contemplated on the benevolence of these out-
comes (but then regarding the society at large) by dissecting the fundamental arguments 
underlying each position. It therefore may be expected that moral philosophy (i.e. ethics) 
offers a number of interesting insights into the equality versus business case debate, but 
diversity researchers have generally omitted ethical theories in their work. Therefore I 
aim to explore if ethical theories can enhance our understanding of the debate between 
equality and business case scholars and, more prominently, if ethical theories can help us 
fi nd an answer to the question what the best approach to managing diversity is. The fi nal 
research question of this dissertation is therefore:
RQ4. From a moral perspective, what is the best approach to managing diversity?
Structure of this Dissertation
In coming to grips with these four research questions, my dissertation is structured as fol-
lows (see also Table 1) (note that in the following I use “we” instead of “I” in recognition of 
my co-authors):
Chapter two presents a meta-analytical examination (N = 146 studies, 612 effect sizes) 
of the allegedly differential relationships of demographic and job-related diversity with 
group performance. A central question of this chapter is to what extent stereotypical ex-
pectations about the performance of demographically diverse groups and groups that 





derating role of diversity cluster on the diversity-performance relationship.
In Chapter three we explore to what extent status affects the diversity-performance 
relationship. In this conceptual chapter, we advance our status perspective on the conse-
quences of work group diversity: We argue that work group diversity more or less automa-
tically leads to within-group status differences. These status differences distinguish group 
members who are perceived to be more competent at the task at hand from group mem-
bers who are perceived to be less competent. Subsequently, we posit that these status 
differences impact group behavior and group performance. This chapter sets the stage for 
the empirical studies that are aimed at validating – or falsifying – our status perspective.
Chapter four involves a multilevel examination of the group processes underlying the 
individual performance of high- and low-status group members in diverse work groups. 
We propose that gender stereotypes affect team members’ interpersonal dominance 
through perceptions of status: Group members who are perceived as having high status 
will behave more dominantly, and this dominance infl uences their individual performance 
in the team. We further propose that this perception – behavior – performance relations-
hip can be attenuated by diversity beliefs. To test these relationships, 97 gender-heteroge-
neous groups worked on male-typed or on female-typed problems in the laboratory. This 
analysis of the behaviour and performance of individuals in diverse work groups sets the 
stage for a more direct test of our status perspective on the relationship between work 
group diversity and group performance.
In Chapter fi ve we use the same observational data of the 97 groups for an examinati-
on to what extent within-group status differences account for between-group differences 
in group performance. Following chapter two, we assert that group performance depends 
on the extent to which within-group status differences accurately refl ect group members’ 
levels of expertise. We propose that the effects of information elaboration on group per-
formance depend on the accuracy of the status confi guration and that – contrary to the 
propositions of the information/decision-making perspective – information elaboration 
can be harmful in groups with an inaccurate status confi guration.
Our status perspective challenges the conventional understanding of the consequen-
ces of work group diversity and calls for a new process model of the diversity-performance 
relationship. In Chapter six, we present such a process model and show how status pro-
cesses relate to social categorization and information/decision-making processes. More 
specifi cally, we propose in this chapter that social categorization processes evoke within-
group status differences, and that these and other status-related processes affect the in-
formation/decision-making process. As such, the status confi guration process model of 
the diversity-performance relationship that is advanced in this chapter offers a number 




In Chapter seven, we bring the discussion back to the topic of managing diversity 
and the debate between equality and business case scholars. Instead of using our fi n-
dings to shed new light on this debate, we evaluate the relative worth of the equality and 
the business case approach to managing diversity based on ethical theory. We assert that 
the equality and the business case approach are based on two contrasting ethical theo-
ries (deontology and utilitarianism, respectively) that are diffi cult to reconcile with each 
other and that each has its own fl aws. Based on virtue ethics, we propose an alternative 
approach to managing diversity. Our core proposition is that diversity research and ma-
nagement should focus on people’s virtues (i.e. excellence in character) rather than their 
characteristics. We argue that a focus on virtues may enhance outcomes aspired by equa-
lity as well as by business case scholars. 
Finally, in Chapter eight I integrate the fi ndings and implications of the different chap-
ters and discuss the implications for diversity theory and practice. Among others, I point 
out that our status perspective is well aligned with the (moral) implications of our alter-
native approach to managing diversity. Accordingly, I posit that the current dissertation 
provides a coherent study of the diversity-performance relationship that challenges cur-
rent wisdom in the fi eld about the processes underlying the diversity-performance relati-
onship, provides a compelling integration of research to stereotyping and status with the 
diversity literature, offers an appealing alternative approach in the debate between equa-
lity and business case scholars, and presents a variety of suggestions for future research.
TABLE 1 
Overview of the chapters in which research questions are (partially) addressed.
RESEARCH QUESTION CHAPTER(S)
General Research Question: To what extent and how does work group diver-
sity impact group performance?
2, 3, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 1. To what extent do demographic diversity and job-rela-
ted diversity in work groups differentially impact group performance?
2
Research Question 2. How and to what extent do status-related processes 
affect the relationship between work group diversity and group performance?
3, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 3. How and to what extent do stereotypes affect the rela-
tionship between work group diversity and group performance?
2, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 4. From a moral perspective, what is the best approach to 
managing diversity?
7
Note: Chapters in bold indicate the chapters that most clearly answer the respective research question. The other 
chapters are mentioned because they provide partial answers to the respective research question.
CHAPTER 2
Based on: van Dijk, H., van Engen, M. L., & van Knippenberg, D. (2012). Defying conventional wisdom: A meta-
analytical examination of the differences between demographic and job-related diversity relationships with 




Conventional wisdom in the diversity literature holds that job-related dimensions of di-
versity are the domain of positive performance, whereas demographic dimensions of di-
versity are the domain of negative performance effects.  In a meta-analysis (N = 146 stu-
dies, 612 effect sizes), we show that this conclusion may be based on rater biases; it does 
not apply to studies involving more objective assessments of performance, assessments 
that cannot be infl uenced by knowledge of a team’s composition.  We also show that the 
infl uence of job-related diversity is moderated by task complexity and that job-related 
diversity is more positively related to innovative performance than to in-role performance. 
We discuss how these results invite a reconsideration of the role of the job-related/de-
mographic diversity distinction and provide suggestions on how to further advance our 
understanding of diversity’s effects.    






DEFYING CONVENTIONAL WISDOM: A META-ANALYTICAL EXAMINA-
TION OF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC AND JOB-RELA-
TED DIVERSITY RELATIONSHIPS WITH PERFORMANCE
As societies become increasingly diverse and organizations increasingly rely on cross-
functional teams to address complex and challenging issues, the question of how work 
group diversity affects work group performance is of greater relevance to research and 
practice than ever before (Plaut, 2010). With the growth of research on the diversity-per-
formance relationship, it has become more and more clear that there is no straightforward 
answer to this question. Indeed, it has become a truism that diversity is a double-edged 
sword (Milliken & Martins, 1996). Nearly all dimensions of diversity that have received re-
search attention have yielded positive, negative, and nonsignifi cant relationships with 
performance (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt, 2003; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams 
& O’Reilly, 1998). The state of the science thus suggests that in order to advance our un-
derstanding of the relationship between diversity and performance, we should look for 
moderators of the diversity-performance relationship (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Ho-
man, 2004). 
Meta-analysis of research fi ndings is particularly suited to address this issue, because 
meta-analysis allows for cross-study comparisons that can identify moderator variables 
not captured by primary research. Although we are not the fi rst researchers to conduct a 
meta-analysis of the diversity-performance relationship, our analysis includes more than 
two (Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, & Briggs, 2011) to fi ve (e.g., Joshi & Roh, 2009) times as 
many effect sizes as earlier analyses, which is an important advantage in the search for 
moderators. Indeed, our more elaborate moderator analysis overturns several of the con-
clusions from those earlier analyses, as well as conventional wisdom in the fi eld. 
In attempts to make sense of the disparate fi ndings involving diversity and perfor-
mance, the longest-standing proposition is that diversity’s effects are somehow contin-
gent on the dimension of diversity that is assessed (e.g., Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). 
According to this viewpoint, demographic dimensions of diversity (e.g., age, gender, eth-
nicity) are primarily linked to the negative performance effects of diversity, whereas job-
related dimensions of diversity (e.g., functional background, tenure) are primarily linked 
to its positive performance effects. Recent analyses seem to support this notion (Horwitz 
& Horwitz, 2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009). As a result, the moderating role of diversity “cluster” 
(demographic versus job-related) has come to seem like one of the few things that we 
know about diversity (Mannix & Neale, 2005). 
We argue against this conventional wisdom. We propose that it refl ects diversity-rela-
ted biases in the subjective (e.g., team member, team leader) ratings of performance used 
by many researchers, and that it would be untrue if group performance were measured in 
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more objective ways (e.g., fi nancial performance or number of ideas generated).   
As part of our focus on demographic versus job-related diversity, we have also conducted 
a more comprehensive analysis of the moderating role of task complexity in the diver-
sity-performance relationship. In their meta-analysis, Bowers, Pharmer, and Salas (2000) 
showed that diversity was more helpful for performance on more complex tasks, but this 
fi nding was not supported in a more recent meta-analytical test (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007). 
We propose that this discrepancy arose because earlier work did not consider the pos-
sibility that task complexity only moderates the relationship between performance and 
job-related diversity (diversity in attributes that are related to the knowledge and exper-
tise that are required to solve highly complex problems). Moreover, we extend and qualify 
earlier analyses (e.g., Bell et al., 2011; Hülsheger, Anderson, & Salgado, 2009) of the distinc-
tion between in-role and innovative performance by arguing that diversity overall (not 
just job-related diversity) is more positively related to innovativeness and creativity than 
it is to performance that is part of the team members’ regular work.  
THE DOUBLE-EDGED SWORD OF DIVERSITY
Diversity is a group characteristic that refl ects the degree to which there are objective or 
subjective differences among members (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). Diversity 
may concern differences in demographic characteristics, such as age, gender, or ethnicity; 
job-related characteristics, such as functional background or organizational tenure; dee-
per psychological characteristics, such as personality, attitudes, and values; or other attri-
butes. Although diversity can (in principle) involve many different member characteristics, 
most researchers have focused on diversity in age, gender, ethnicity, tenure, functional 
background, and educational background (Bell et al., 2011; Jackson et al., 2003; Williams 
& O’Reilly, 1998). Over 50 years of research in diversity and performance have shown that 
diversity can be consequential – greater diversity has been associated with altered levels 
of group performance. 
Narrative reviews of the fi eld suggest that there is little consistency in these fi ndings 
(Jackson et al., 2003; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). It is not too much 
of an exaggeration to conclude that any dimension of diversity that has been investigated 
in more than a few studies has been associated with inconsistent results (van Knippen-
berg & Schippers, 2007). This state of affairs suggests that it may be necessary to focus on 
possible moderators of diversity’s effects on performance. To identify such moderators, it 
is helpful to consider the psychological processes that might underlie the positive and 
negative effects of diversity on performance. Fortunately, there is some consensus about 
these processes (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998). 





or explicitly often conceptualize diversity as an informational resource. Differences among 
people, whether demographic, job-related, or otherwise, may be associated with differen-
ces in task-relevant knowledge and experiences (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). As a consequence, 
more diverse groups can draw from a larger pool of task-relevant information. By enga-
ging in a process that van Knippenberg et al. (2004) called “group information elaboration” 
(the exchange, discussion, and integration of task-relevant information), diverse groups 
can mobilize their informational resources to achieve good outcomes (cf. De Dreu, Nijstad, 
& van Knippenberg, 2008; Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997; Larson & Christensen, 1993). Thus, 
building from a broader knowledge base, more diverse groups should be able to outper-
form groups that are less diverse. 
At the same time, however, social categorization theories (e.g., social identity theory, 
self-categorization theory; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wethe-
rell, 1987) and the similarity/attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1971) suggest that less diverse 
groups may enjoy an advantage over groups that are more diverse. Based on perceived 
similarities and differences, group members may distinguish between others similar to 
themselves (the ingroup, or ‘us’) and others who are different from themselves (the out-
group, or ‘them’). A wealth of research on intergroup relations shows that such distinctions 
can engender intergroup biases, such as more favorable attitudes towards ingroup mem-
bers, more trust in ingroup members, and a greater willingness to cooperate with ingroup 
members (Tajfel, 1982; van Knippenberg, 2003). Greater attraction to similar (ingroup) 
others should also produce more harmonious, smoother group processes. As a result, less 
diverse groups should perform better than groups that are more diverse. 
Inspired by this state of affairs, a major theme in diversity research is to identify mo-
derators of the positive and the negative effects of diversity on performance. A guiding 
principle in this search is the notion that these moderators will be found in factors related 
to information elaboration and social categorization processes (van Knippenberg & Schip-
pers, 2007). Many researchers have focused on the kinds of diversity found in a group. 
Their rationale is that demographic diversity should lead to the social categorization pro-
cesses that affect group performance negatively. In contrast, job-related diversity should 
lead to the information elaboration processes that affect group performance positively. 
Together, these propositions have led to the claim that diversity cluster (demographic vs. 
job-related) moderates the relationship between diversity and performance. 
DIVERSITY CLUSTERS REVISITED
Several recent meta-analyses provide support for this proposition (Horwitz & Horwitz, 
2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009; cf. Hülsheger et al., 2009). At fi rst blush, this seems to prove that 
the conventional wisdom about diversity is correct. But a closer consideration of the issue 
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suggests to us that this conclusion is unjustifi ed. First, several authors have noted that 
demographic diversity is sometimes associated with valuable difference in task-related 
information (Cox, 1993; Ely & Thomas, 2001; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). If so, then demograp-
hic diversity also has the potential to improve group performance through information 
elaboration processes (e.g., Kearney, Gebert, & Voelpel, 2009). And job-related differences 
among group members may also be associated with subgroup formation, and thus are 
not exempt from the negative effects of social categorization processes (van Knippen-
berg et al., 2004). Second, and more importantly, there is reason to believe that earlier 
conclusions about the effects of diversity on performance are based in part on biases in 
the subjective ratings of performance that dominate the fi eld (cf. LePine, Piccolo, Jackson, 
Mathieu, & Saul, 2008). More specifi cally, rater biases that favor job-related diversity more 
than demographic diversity may infl uence performance ratings of diverse teams.
Rater Biases in Performance Ratings
Demographic groups that are typically subject to negative stereotypes in the work con-
text (i.e., women, ethnic minorities) are usually underrepresented. Ample research in ste-
reotyping, prejudice, and discrimination shows that these minorities suffer from negative 
performance rating biases (Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Martell, 1991; cf. Hekman, Aquino, Owens, 
Mitchell, Schilpzand, & Leavitt, 2010; Stauffer & Buckley, 2005). This raises the question if 
rating biases against minorities also express themselves in groups of which such minori-
ties are part of. So, is there reason to expect that subjective performance ratings of diverse 
teams may be biased?  
We argue that this indeed can be expected. Greater diversity typically means a greater 
representation of minorities on the team (e.g., greater ethnic diversity mostly means less 
white Caucasians, not more; cf. Harrison & Klein, 2007). When raters hold negative biases 
against minorities, it is likely that such biases extend to the groups to which these mino-
rities belong. Moreover, research in relational demography suggests that people assess 
groups to which they are demographically similar more favorably (cf. Chattophadhay, 
Tluchowska, & George, 2004). Because demographic similarity is more present in demo-
graphically homogeneous than in demographically diverse groups, it may be expected 
that demographically homogeneous groups are assessed more favorably. We therefore 
predict that biases against demographically different others also negatively affect subjec-
tive team performance ratings. 
The picture is different for job-related diversity. Organizations are increasingly embra-
cing cross-functional teamwork, leading to the creation of teams that are more diverse for 
such job-related attributes as functional and educational backgrounds (Keller, 2001). This 





diversity (Edelman, Fuller, & Mara-Drita, 2001). Clearly, not everybody believes in the value 
of such diversity, and many workers may also believe in the value of demographic diver-
sity (Ely & Thomas, 2001; van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). Even so, beliefs in the value of 
demographic diversity are probably weaker than beliefs in the value of job-related diver-
sity (Edelman et al., 2001). 
All of this suggests that biases against demographic diversity, and/or biases for job-
related diversity may cause subjective performance ratings to underestimate the perfor-
mance of demographically diverse groups, and/or to overestimate the performance of 
groups that are diverse for job-related dimensions. One way to test this claim, in a meta-
analysis, is to compare subjective performance ratings of groups representing different 
diversity clusters with objective performance measures (e.g., production fi gures) for such 
groups. The latter measures are less likely to be biased because they seldom involve any-
one’s knowledge of a team’s composition. We are not arguing that objective measures of 
group performance are fl awless – they are often limited to what is measurable with rela-
tive ease (Bommer, Johnson, Rich, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 1995). Rather, our point is that 
such measures are relatively free from diversity-related biases. 
Taken together, we expect that when subjective ratings of performance are made, the 
proposed biases result in a more positive diversity-performance relationship for job-rela-
ted diversity than for demographic diversity. For more objective performance measures, 
we expect the difference in the diversity-performance relationship between demographic 
and job-related diversity clusters to be smaller, if present at all. 
Hypothesis 1a: Subjective ratings of team performance yield biased indications of the 
diversity-performance relationship, such that there are less positive relationships for de-
mographic diversity than for job-related diversity. Differences between demographic and 
job-related diversity are smaller or absent for more objective measures of performance.
A potentially important issue in this respect is who generates the subjective performance 
ratings used to assess the diversity-performance relationships. To prevent single-source 
biases that may infl ate relationships (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), diver-
sity researchers prefer to rely on external raters, such as team supervisors or managers, 
when subjective ratings of a group are needed. When external raters are not available, 
however, researchers may rely on ratings provided by team members (or internal team 
leaders) instead. We propose that this distinction between raters inside the team and ra-
ters outside the team is potentially important for analyzing the diversity-performance 
relationship. This is not because of single-source biases. Rather, it involves the extent to 
which internal and external raters have contact with the team. 
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Research on the “contact hypothesis” in intergroup relations (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; 
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), as well as research on the infl uence of time spent together in 
diverse groups (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998) and of member familiarity (Gruenfeld, Mannix, 
Williams, & Neale, 1996) on group processes, suggests that collaborating with dissimilar 
others may attenuate stereotype-based biases over time. In the course of ongoing colla-
boration, team members may learn to “look beyond” demographic attributes and recogni-
ze other individuating characteristics of their fellow team members (Harrison, Price, Gavin, 
& Florey, 2002). Internal raters can be assumed to interact with team members on a regular 
basis, whereas external raters can be assumed to have fewer and shorter interactions of 
this kind. This suggests that internal raters are less likely than external raters to evaluate 
a team’s performance on the basis of biases associated with the team’s composition. Ac-
cordingly, we propose:
Hypothesis 1b: When a group’s performance is being evaluated, biases that favor job-rela-
ted diversity and disfavor demographic diversity will be stronger among raters outside the 
team than they are among raters inside the team.   
Hypothesis 1a and 1b should not be taken to imply that all differences between the ef-
fects of demographic and job-related diversity can be explained by rating biases. Even 
when both demographic and job-related diversity are associated with task-relevant in-
formation, the nature of that information may differ between the two diversity clusters. 
In the following sections, two moderators will be discussed that speak to this issue. These 
moderators are task complexity and the distinction between in-role and innovative per-
formance. 
Task Complexity
An important implication of the informational resource perspective is that diversity is 
more positively related to performance the more performance depends on the in-depth 
processing and integration of task-relevant information (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 
This is more often the case for complex, knowledge-intensive tasks that require the ge-
neration of novel solutions to complex problems than it is for simple, routine tasks with 
lower information-processing requirements (cf. Jehn et al., 1999). A meta-analysis of 13 
studies by Bowers et al. (2000) confi rmed this prediction – the results showed that diver-
sity was positively related to group performance for complex tasks, but negatively related 
to performance for simple tasks. However, a similar hypothesis could not be confi rmed by 





is more complicated than it seems.   
This is where the distinction between demographic diversity and job-related diversity 
may be important. Demographic and job-related diversity can both be associated with 
differences in task-relevant knowledge, yet they may differ in the kinds of knowledge 
they refl ect. Demographic diversity is often associated with differences in knowledge and 
perspectives tied to group-specifi c experiences and cultural differences (cf. Ely & Thomas, 
2001; Janssens & Zanoni, 2005). In contrast, job-related diversity tends to be associated 
with differences in knowledge and perspectives gained through formal education, trai-
ning, or functional role-related experience. More complex, knowledge-intensive tasks ge-
nerally require more advanced levels of knowledge that derive from education, training, 
and on-the-job experience. For example, in high-tech research and development teams, 
it is more likely that a combination of engineers, technicians, and designers will be valu-
able than a combination of people from different countries. So, for more complex tasks, 
job-related attributes (as compared with demographic attributes) are more likely to in-
volve task-relevant knowledge. Accordingly, we predict that task complexity moderates 
the relationship between diversity and performance for job-related diversity, but not for 
demographic diversity. 
Hypothesis 2: Job-related diversity is more positively related to performance for more com-
plex tasks than for more simple tasks, whereas task complexity does not moderate the re-
lationship between demographic diversity and performance. 
In-Role Versus Innovative Performance
Another task characteristic that may have an important moderating effect on the diver-
sity-performance relationship concerns the distinction between in-role and innovative 
performance. On the one hand, teams can be better or worse at doing the job they are 
required to do – their in-role performance. On the other hand, teams can be more or less 
innovative in their performance (West & Anderson, 1996). Creativity and innovation are of 
great importance to organizations and many organizations rely on teams in this respect 
(West, Tjosvold, & Smith, 2003). The distinction between in-role and innovative perfor-
mance is (to a certain extent) independent of task complexity (cf. Paulus & Nijstad, 2003) 
– the keys to creativity are novelty and usefulness, not complexity (Zhou & Shalley, 2008). 
Diversity has been identifi ed as a catalyst for creativity and innovation in groups (An-
cona & Caldwell, 1992; Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Hülsheger et al., 2009; Shin & Zhou, 2007). 
Innovation, more than in-role performance, is an aspect of task performance that requires 
a creative spark and out-of-the-box thinking (Zhou & Shalley, 2008). Diversity may be parti-
cularly conducive to such thinking, because the consideration of diverse perspectives can 
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stimulate new ways of looking at a task. Moreover, the need to integrate such perspectives 
may give rise to more creative solutions to problems (Paulus & Nijstad, 2003; Shin & Zhou, 
2007; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Accordingly, team innovation may have more to gain 
from diversity than does team in-role performance. 
Hypothesis 3a: Diversity is more positively related to innovative performance than to 
in-role performance. 
Job-related diversity may be more positively related to innovative performance than is 
demographic diversity. Although both demographic and job-related diversity can stimu-
late innovation, and both may be more positively related to innovative than to in-role 
performance, job-related diversity has an extra benefi t in this respect. In her componential 
theory of creativity, Amabile (1988, 1996) described how domain-relevant skills (i.e., job 
abilities, skills, and knowledge) are important precursors to creativity because they give 
people the tools to be creative. In a straightforward extension of this proposition to the 
group level, we propose that groups with a larger pool of domain-relevant skills will also 
be more creative. Accordingly, we propose that job-related diversity is more strongly rela-
ted to innovative performance than is demographic diversity. 
Hypothesis 3b: Job-related diversity is more positively related to innovative performance 
than is demographic diversity. 
METHOD
Sample of Studies
Several sources were used to identify relevant studies. First, ISI Web of Knowledge, Psy-
chInfo, ABI/INFORM, Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), and ProQuest Di-
gital Dissertations were used in a computerized search. Specifi c keywords used to search 
for relevant studies in these electronic databases were team or group heterogeneity or 
composition or diversity (and faultline/faultlines) in combination with performance, inno-
vation, or creativity (as potential indicators of innovative performance). Subsequently, we 
identifi ed all studies that were previously reported by Bell (2007), Bell et al. (2011), Bowers 
et al. (2000), Devine and Philips (2001), Horwitz and Horwitz (2007), Joshi and Roh (2009), 
Stewart (2006), van Knippenberg and Schippers (2007), and Webber and Donahue (2001). 
Furthermore, a call for published and unpublished papers on diversity and performance in 
groups was sent to members of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 





Academy of Management, the European Association of Work and Organizational Psycho-
logy, the European Association of Social Psychology, and to diversity researchers in our 
professional networks. 
We used several criteria for including studies in the meta-analysis. Studies were inclu-
ded if they reported an outcome statistic that allowed the computation of a correlation 
coeffi cient regarding the relationship between work group diversity and group perfor-
mance. We only included effect sizes concerning performance outcomes at the group 
level; we excluded effect sizes that were based on aggregated individual scores or that 
concerned other outcomes, such as well-being, cohesion, organizational citizenship be-
havior, or satisfaction. Studies of perceived rather than actual diversity were also excluded 
(e.g., Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Olson, Parayitam, & Bao, 2007). We excluded studies of 
business units and departments that were too large for all group members to interact on 
a regular basis (e.g., Dwyer, Richard, & Chadwick, 2001; Richard, Barnett, Dwyer, & Chadwick, 
2004; Sacco & Schmitt, 2005). For this reason, we also excluded studies of groups contai-
ning 25 or more members (e.g., Leonard, Levine, & Joshi, 2004). For related reasons, we 
excluded studies in which the sample included dyads (e.g., Chowdhury, 2005; Foo, Wong, & 
Ong, 2005), because dyads constitute an interpersonal rather than a group context (More-
land, 2010). The exceptions were three studies where the number of dyads was very small 
and all other work groups in the sample had at least three members (Bayazit & Mannix, 
2003; Harrison et al., 2002; Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001). Finally, we checked for 
overlap in the samples of different studies conducted by the same author(s). Our fi nal 
sample consisted of 146 studies (as of January, 2011). 
Coding
A common diffi culty for meta-analyses is that necessary information is missing from some 
of the studies that must be reviewed. Some of this information can be retrieved through 
careful coding of research reports. We followed four steps in an effort to reduce the sub-
jectivity of this coding and increase the ability of future researchers to replicate it. First, we 
created a formal coding scheme that served as a formal reference point for coders. Second, 
two coders (Hans van Dijk and a research assistant), both familiar with the diversity-perfor-
mance literature and with coding articles for meta-analyses, independently coded these 
variables. Third, after coding several studies, the coders discussed any disagreements to 
ensure a shared understanding of the coding scheme. Finally, when disagreements could 
not be resolved through discussion, they were arbitrated by Marloes van Engen, who is 
also experienced in the coding process. 
We coded the following aspects of diversity: (a) diversity cluster (demographic diver-
sity, job-related diversity, deep-level diversity), (b) diversity dimension (for demographic 
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diversity: age, ethnicity, gender, and educational level1; for job-related diversity: functional 
background, educational background, and tenure (team tenure, organization tenure); for 
deep-level diversity: personality (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroti-
cism, openness, other), values, cognitive, attitude, and ability). We also coded for so-called 
“faultlines” (Lau & Murnighan, 1998), which capture the extent to which positions on dif-
ferent diversity dimensions converge (e.g., the male members of the team also tend to be 
the older members of the team).   
We coded two aspects of performance measurement. First, we coded whether perfor-
mance was based on objective measures (e.g., fi nancial performance, number of correct 
answers), or was measured subjectively through ratings by individuals (Hypothesis 1a). 
Second, when performance was measured subjectively, we coded whether performance 
ratings were made by team members, by an internal team leader, or by an external lea-
der who was not part of the team (Hypothesis 1b). To test the moderating impact of task 
complexity on the diversity-performance relationship (Hypothesis 2), we distinguished 
between tasks that were low, medium, or high on complexity. Tasks with low levels of com-
plexity were those that did not require much mental labor, were low-risk, and required 
people to work on just one thing (e.g., assembly line and maintenance teams; Barrick, Ste-
wart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998). In contrast, tasks with high complexity were those that 
required people to work on different things simultaneously (e.g., new product teams in 
high-tech companies responsible for developing a prototype product and transferring it 
to manufacturing and marketing groups; Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). The latter tasks gene-
rally involved people with more vocational education or a university degree. For type of 
performance (Hypothesis 3), we distinguished in-role performance from innovative per-
formance. When a performance indicator was described by researchers as a measure of 
creativity and/or it was clear that a task involved divergent thought processes (e.g., num-
ber of ideas generated to solve a problem; Daily, Whatley, Ash, & Steiner, 1996), we coded 
it as innovative performance. Otherwise, in-role performance was the code that we used. 
The inter-rater reliability for all these variables2 ranged from .76 to 1.00 (Cohen’s K), 
which seemed acceptable and justifi ed further analyses. 
Data Preparation
The relationship between diversity and performance was calculated by Pearson’s r. Posi-
tive numbers indicated a positive relationship between work group diversity and perfor-
mance and negative numbers indicated a negative relationship between those variables. 
To avoid violation of the assumption of effect size independence, effect sizes from the 







Earlier meta-analyses of the diversity-performance relationship focused on the size and 
direction of that relationship, as refl ected in the effect sizes reported by researchers. Ho-
wever, our special interest in moderators led us to focus also on the heterogeneity of 
the effect sizes, as refl ected in the homogeneity statistic Q (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). The 
between-classes homogeneity index QB has an approximate Chi-square distribution with 
m-1 degrees of freedom, where m is the number of classes. The size of QB depends on 
the choice for a fi xed-effect or random-effects model. In our analyses, we examined the 
results of fi xed or random models, depending on whether general or specifi c relationships 
among the variables were of interest (cf. Hart, Albarracín, Eagly, Lindberg, Merrill, & Bre-
chan, 2009). We focused on the random-effects results for the more general analyses (e.g., 
the effects of diversity clusters, diversity dimensions, and control variables). We focused on 
the fi xed-effect results for more specifi c analyses that tested contextual moderators (e.g., 
the effects of measurement of performance, rater type, task complexity, and performance 
type). This approach had the additional advantage of offering more statistical power for 
the moderator analyses. The within-class homogeneity index Qw has an approximate Chi-
square distribution with k-1 degrees of freedom, where k is the number of effect sizes 
within the class. 
To see whether the impact of a moderator on the diversity-performance relationship 
could be explained by covariation with another moderator, we calculated the degree of 
association between nominal moderator variables. We used the phi coeffi cient (Φ) when 
both variables had just two categories, and Cramer’s V when one of the variables had more 
than two categories. For both measures of association, a value of 0 indicates no associa-
tion and a value of 1 indicates a perfect association (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1998).
RESULTS
Characteristics of the Studies
Table 1 presents a summary of the characteristics of the studies included. The 146 studies 
produced a total of 612 effect sizes. There were 1 to 28 (Giambatista, 1999) effect sizes 
per study. The number of groups within the studies per study ranged from 12 (Daily et al., 
1996) to 4,845 (Richard & Shelor, 2002), with a median of 59 work groups. Average group 
size ranged from 3 to 22.8 (Wegge, Roth, Neubach, Helmut-Schmidt, & Kanfer, 2008) per 




Summary of Study Characteristics
VARIABLE AND CATEGORY VARIABLE AND CATEGORY
GENERAL INFORMATION DIVERSITY CLUSTER AND –
DIMENSION
Number of studies 146 Demographic 99
Number of effect sizes 612    Age 43
Range within studies 1 / 28    Ethnic 35
Median publication year 2004    Nationality 12
Range between studies 1989 / 2010    Gender 56
Median number of teams 59    Educational level 19
Range between studies 12 / 4,845 Job-related 64
Median team size 5.4    Functional background 39
Range between studies 3 / 22.8    Educational background 10
Median percentage male 
participants
65    Tenure 39
Range between studies 0 / 100 Team 21
Median age participants 33 years Organizational 21
Range between studies 18 / 52 years Deep-level 45
   Personality 18
CONTROL VARIABLES    Values 12
Publication type    Cognitive 11
   Published 113    Attitude 6
   Dissertation 28    Ability 5
   Unpublished working paper 5 Other 16
Study setting
   Field 90 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
   Laboratory 11 Type of measurement
   Student/MBA 45    Objective 59
Continent    Subjective 99
   Northern America 93      Member 31
   Europe 36      Internal team leader 10
   Asia 11      External team leader 63
Industry setting
   Service 26 TASK TYPE





VARIABLE AND CATEGORY VARIABLE AND CATEGORY
   High-technology 22    Low 15
Organizational status    Medium 64
   Profi t 73    High 52
   Non-profi t 15 Team type
Team status    Production 17
   Continuous 78    Project 62
   Temporary 65 Student 40
MBA 9
Organizational 13
   Research and development 10
   Top management 31
Performance type
   In-role performance 129
   Innovation 29
Outliers
Eleven effect sizes were identifi ed as outliers (Drach-Zahavy & Somech, 2002; Hoch, Pearce, 
& Welzel, 2010; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Kirkman, Tesluk, & Rosen, 2004; Liang, Liu, Lin, & Lin, 
2007; McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1996; two effect sizes from Olson, Parayitam, & Twigg, 2006; 
Puck, Rygl, & Kittler, 2006; Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001; Rico, Molleman, Sanchez-Manzanares, 
& van der Vegt, 2007). A closer examination of the studies from which the outliers came re-
vealed no other reasons for their exclusion, so we kept them in our sample. A comparison 
among the effect sizes of published studies, dissertations, and unpublished working pa-
pers yielded no signifi cant differences (QB = 1.73, ns.), suggesting there was no publication 
bias (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2009). 
Relationships Among Diversity Clusters, Diversity Dimensions, and Performance
Before proceeding with our hypothesis tests, we examined the diversity-performance re-
lationship for the different diversity clusters and diversity dimensions. 
Table 2 shows the diversity-performance correlations as a function of diversity clus-
ter and diversity type. As would be expected, these correlations are in line with earlier 
fi ndings that job-related diversity shows a signifi cantly more positive relationship with 
performance than does demographic diversity (QB = 7.52, p < .01). However, the observed 
heterogeneity of effect sizes (Qw = 134.15, p < .001, and Qw = 142.56, p < .01, respectively) 




Specifi ed Effect Sizes for Each Cluster and Dimension of Diversity
VARIABLE AND CLASS QB
randomª
k N r  random Min-Max 95% C I 
random
QWª
DIVERSITY CLUSTER  8.15*
Demographic diver-
sity
 1.41 99 11,505 -.02 -.35,  .44 -.04, .01 142.56**
   Age 43 7,362 -.03 -.38,  .44 -.07, .03 129.60***
   Ethnic 35 5,015 -.05 -.43,  .42 -.11, .02 111.35***
   Gender 56 7,141 -.01 -.34,  .27 -.05, .03 106.14**
   Nationality 12 797 -.01 -.21,  .27 -.08, .07     9.13
   Educational level 19 4,110  .00 -.32,  .19 -.06, .07   52.79***
Job-related diversity  7.46* 64 8,275  .05* -.29,  .55   .01, .08 134.15***
   Functional back 
ground
39 5,013  .07** -.29,  .44   .03, .12   77.50***
   Educational back-
ground
10 1,768 -.00 -.05,  .13 -.05, .05     3.38
   Tenure  0.10 39 6,481 -.01 -.32,  .36 -.05, .04   87.49***
Organizational tenure 21 4,108 -.00 -.32,  .36 -.07, .06   54.24***
Team tenure 21 2,566 -.02 -.29,  .18 -.07, .04   32.84*
Deep-level diversity  6.02 45 2,900 -.01 -.44,  .29 -.06, .03   61.37*
   Personality  8.54 18 1,246  .04 -.18,  .29 -.02, .10   16.87
Extraversion 7 365  .05 -.09,  .26 -.05, .16     5.15
Agreeableness 7 370 -.03 -.15,  .19 -.14, .07     5.59
Conscientiousness 7 457 -.09 -.33,  .06 -.19, .01     6.34
Neuroticism 6 320  .04 -.19,  .23 -.09, .17     6.37
Openness 6 318  .15 -.10,  .30 -.00, .30     8.82
   Value   12 746 -.07 -.44,  .22 -.18, .04   21.10*
   Cognitive 11 726 -.06 -.39,  .29 -.16, .03   15.46
   Attitude 6 428 -.04 -.19,  .13 -.14, .06     3.77
   Ability 5 402 -.09 -.39,  .22 -.29, .13   18.14**














QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
OVERALL Objective   2.33 59 7,516  .01 -.31,  .34 -.02,  .03   57.42
Subjective 99 8,692 -.02 -.44,  .44 -.04,  .00 112.48




Objective  6.64* 35 5,742 -.01 -.35,  .34 -.03,  .02   45.09
Subjective 74 6,996 -.05*** -.34,  .44 -.08, -.03 119.65**
Age Objective 17.98*** 17 3,866 -.01 -.38,  .21 -.04,  .02   28.27*
Subjective 29 4,206 -.10*** -.30,  .44 -.13, -.07 86.04***
Ethnic Objective 20.03*** 6 1,780 -.01 -.04,  .26 -.06,  .03     4.40
Subjective 31 3,771 -.14*** -.43,  .42 -.17, -.11 94.24***
Nationality Objective  0.53 2 95 -.08 -.21,  .16 -.28,  .13     2.80
Subjective 10 702  .00 -.17,  .27 -.07,  .08     5.80
Gender Objective  2.19 15 2,778 -.02 -.23,  .34 -.06,  .02   31.83**
Subjective 46 5,136 -.06*** -.34,  .27 -.08, -.03 91.17***
Educational 
level
Objective  4.52* 7 1,500  .02 -.32,  .05 -.03,  .07     2.80
Subjective 13 2,784 -.05* -.24,  .29 -.08, -.01 45.97***
Job-related 
diversity
Objective  0.46 28 3,994  .02 -.27,  .44 -.01,  .06 59.25***
Subjective 41 5,166  .04** -.29,  .42   .01,  .07 87.43***
Note.  Positive effect sizes indicate that there is a positive correlation between the group diversity cluster or 
group diversity dimension and group task performance, whereas negative effect sizes indicate a negative cor-
relation.  QB = homogeneity of effect sizes between classes; k = number of effect sizes; N= number of teams; r = 
mean weighted effect size; Min-Max = minimum and maximum correlation; 95%CI = 95% Confi dence Interval; 
QW = homogeneity of effect sizes within each class.
ª Signifi cance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity.   









QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
Functional        
background
Objective  5.65* 20 2,046  .06* -.29,  .44  .01,  .10   39.00**
Subjective 22 3,274  .12*** -.22,  .35  .09,  .16   47.23**
Educational 
background
Objective  0.00 5 1,406 -.00 -.04,  .04 -.06,  .05     1.65
Subjective 6 536 -.00 -.08,  .13 -.09,  .08     3.07
Tenure Objective  1.05 16 2,881 -.01 -.24,  .18 -.05,  .03   26.31*
Subjective 24 4,086  .01 -.32,  .36 -.02,  .04 83.54***
Deep-level 
diversity
Objective  0.07 17 1,085 -.01 -.39,  .29 -.07,  .05   23.95
Subjective 31 2,044  .00 -.44,  .29 -.04,  .05   42.73
Hypothesis 1: Objective Versus Subjective Performance
Tables 3a and 3b present the results of models comparing the diversity-performance re-
lationship for objective versus subjective measurement of performance, and for different 
sources of subjective performance ratings (team members, internal team leaders, external 
team leaders). 
Table 3a shows that the diversity-performance relationship differed across diversity 
clusters when performance was measured subjectively (QB = 24.38, p < .001). Demograp-
hic diversity showed a small but statistically signifi cant negative relationship with subjec-
tively measured performance (r = -.05, p < .001), whereas job-related diversity showed a 
small positive relationship with subjectively measured performance (r = .04, p < .01). No 
such differences in the diversity-performance relationship across diversity clusters were 
observed when performance was measured objectively (QB = 2.37, ns.). 
Note.  Positive effect sizes indicate that there is a positive correlation between the group diversity cluster or 
group diversity dimension and group task performance, whereas negative effect sizes indicate a negative cor-
relation.  QB = homogeneity of effect sizes between classes; k = number of effect sizes; N= number of teams; r = 
mean weighted effect size; Min-Max = minimum and maximum correlation; 95%CI = 95% Confi dence Interval; 
QW = homogeneity of effect sizes within each class.
ª Signifi cance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity.   











QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
OVERALL Member 3.65 31 1,804 -.00 -.34,  .27 -.05,  .05 21.59
Internal 
leader
10 990  .05 -.19,  .20 -.01,  .12 13.20
External 
leader












Member 8.46* 23 1,452 -.00 -.34,  .30 -.05,  .05 24.41
Internal 
leader
8 669  .05 -.14,  .24 -.03,  .12 13.99
External 
leader
44 4,474 -.06*** -.28,  .44 -.09, -.03 71.62**
Age Member 28.34*** 8 426 -.01 -.28,  .10 -.11,  .08   3.91
Internal 
leader
4 412  .13* -.03,  .19  .03,  .22   2.86
External 
leader
20 2,889 -.14*** -.30,  .44 -.18, -.10 59.81***






21 2,790 -.16*** -.36,  .42 -.20, -.12 65.16***
Nationality Member  2.03 5 419 -.03 -.13,  .11 -.13,  .07   1.46
Internal 
leader
2 152 -.07 -.19,  .09 -.22,  .10   2.89
External 
leader
8 651  .04 -.17,  .27 -.04,  .12   4.95
Gender Member 6.73* 16 978  .04 -.34,  .33 -.03,  .10 24.83
Internal 
leader







QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX





28 3,476 -.06** -.34,  .24 -.09, -.02 61.53***
Educational 
level
Member 19.45*** 4 231  .02 -.01,  .10 -.11,  .15   0.38
Internal 
leader
2 272  .21*** -.02,  .29  .09,  .32   5.24*
External 
leader
5 1,869 -.07** -.24,  .20 -.12, -.02 17.65**
Job-related 
diversity
Member  4.85 13 773  .02 -.25,  .27 -.06,  .09 10.99
Internal 
leader
7 777  .03 -.29,  .17 -.04,  .10 13.97*
External 
leader
25 3,202  .09*** -.12,  .30  .06,  .13 24.06
Functional 
background
Member  0.11 6 308  .13* -.06,  .30  .02,  .24   6.13
Internal 
leader
3 341  .15** -.22,  .31  .04,  .25 16.42***
External 
leader
15 2,419  .13*** -.17,  .47  .09,  .17 28.74*
Educational 
background






4 286  .06 -.05,  .15 -.06,  .17   1.53
Tenure Member  9.14* 7 426 -.06 -.29,  .11 -.15,  .04   7.32
Internal 
leader
6 716 -.00 -.29,  .15 -.08,  .07   9.37
External 
leader
14 2,531  .08*** -.35,  .36  .04,  .12 29.74**
Deep-level 
diversity
Member  2.10 11 573 -.07 -.18,  .29 -.15,  .02   7.89
Internal 
leader
3 234  .01 -.22,  .18 -.12,  .14   6.89*
External 
leader





In addition, no signifi cant relationship was found between objectively measured per-
formance and demographic diversity (r = -.01, ns.) or job-related diversity (r = .02, ns.). 
However, there were signifi cant differences between objectively and subjectively mea-
sured performance when it came to relationships with age, ethnic, and educational level 
diversity (QB = 17.98, p < .001, QB = 20.03, p < .001, and QB = 4.52, p < .05, respectively). Sub-
jective performance measurements were negatively related with age diversity (r = -.10, p 
< .001), ethnic diversity (r = -.14, p < .001), gender diversity (r = -.06, p < .01), and diversity 
in educational level (r = -.05, p < .05). Objective performance measurements were not sig-
nifi cantly related to any of these diversity dimensions. There was no difference between 
objective and subjective measured performance for job-related diversity (QB = 0.46, ns.). 
However, for one type of job-related diversity, functional background diversity, we found 
differences between objectively (r = .06, p < .05) and subjectively measured performance 
(r = .12, p < .001) (QB = 5.65, p < .05). All in all, these fi ndings support Hypothesis 1a. Demo-
graphic diversity seems to be subject to negative rater biases. The part of Hypothesis 1a 
that involves biased subjective ratings in favor of job-related diversity was supported for 
functional background diversity, but not for job-related diversity in general. 
Because nearly all of the relationships between diversity and subjectively measured 
performance showed within-class heterogeneity, we further divided subjective perfor-
mance by distinguishing among team members, internal team leaders, and external team 
leaders as rating sources. This allowed us to test Hypothesis 1b (see Table 3b). In support of 
that hypothesis, we found that the diversity-performance relationship varied across diver-
sity clusters when external team leaders rated group performance (QB = 41.73, p < .001), 
but not when ratings were provided by team members (QB = 2.22, ns.) or by leaders that 
were part of the team (QB = 0.26, ns.). Demographic diversity showed a negative relations-
hip with performance when performance was rated by external team leaders (r = -.06, p < 
.001), but not when it was rated by internal team leaders (r = .05, ns.) or by team members 
(r = -.00, ns.). This was further refl ected in heterogeneous between-classes indices and/or 
Note.  Positive effect sizes indicate that there is a positive correlation between the group diversity cluster or 
group diversity dimension and group task performance, whereas negative effect sizes indicate a negative cor-
relation.  QB = homogeneity of effect sizes between classes; k = number of effect sizes; N= number of teams; r = 
mean weighted effect size; Min-Max = minimum and maximum correlation; 95%CI = 95% Confi dence Interval; 
QW = homogeneity of effect sizes within each class.
ª Signifi cance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity.   
*p< 0.05. **p< 0.01. ***p< 0.001.
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signifi cantly negative relationships with external team leader performance ratings for age 
diversity (QB = 28.34, p < .001; r = -.14, p < .001), ethnic diversity (QB = 3.03, ns.; r = -.16, p < 
.001), gender diversity (QB = 6.73, p < .05; r = -.06, p < .01), and diversity in educational level 
(QB = 19.45, p < .001; r = -.07, p < .01), although the fi ndings with regard to educational 
level should be interpreted with caution, because they were based on a limited number of 
effect sizes (k = 11 for three different subcategories). 
In line with Hypothesis 1b, job-related diversity tended to differ in its relationship with 
performance depending on who rated performance (QB = 4.85, p = .09). The relationship 
between job-related diversity and performance was signifi cant and positive when per-
formance was rated by external team leaders (r = .09, p < .001), but nonsignifi cant when 
performance was assessed by team members or by internal team leaders (r = .02, ns. and 
r = .03, ns., respectively). 
In sum, the relationship between demographic diversity and performance was nega-
tive when performance was rated by external team leaders, but demographic diversity 
was unrelated to objectively measured performance or to ratings of performance by ei-
ther team members or internal team leaders. In contrast, job-related diversity was positi-
vely related to performance when performance was rated by external team leaders, but it 
was unrelated to objectively measured performance or to performance that was rated by 
team members or internal team leaders. The diversity-performance relationship was thus 
more positive for job-related than for demographic diversity only when performance was 
measured through ratings obtained from external team leaders. 
Hypothesis 2: Task Complexity
The results of the model comparing the diversity-performance relationship for different 
levels of task complexity are shown in Table 4. In support of Hypothesis 2, the diversity-
performance relationship differed across diversity clusters on highly complex tasks (QB = 
20.10, p < .001), but not on tasks with low (QB = 1.66, ns.) or medium (QB = 2.13, ns.) com-
plexity. There was no signifi cant relationship between demographic diversity and perfor-
mance on highly complex tasks (r = .01, ns.), but job-related diversity showed a positive 
relationship with performance on those tasks (r = .06, p < .01). This relationship differed 
substantially from the job-related diversity-performance relationship for tasks that were 
low in complexity (QB = 7.69, p < .01). The advantages of job-related diversity over demo-












QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
OVERALL Low  2.43 15 1,871 -.02 -.28,  .11 -.06,  .03   4.21
Medium 64 4,425 -.00 -.35,  .42 -.03,  .03 64.25








Low  1.69 8 1,427 -.03 -.28,  .11 -.08,  .03   2.64
Medium 43 3,161 -.01 -.31,  .42 -.04,  .03 34.63
High 34 4,516  .01 -.35,  .44 -.02,  .04 54.89*
Age Low  0.22 3 820 -.02 -.15, -.01 -.09,  .05   0.91
Medium 14 1,416 -.01 -.30,  .21 -.07,  .04 17.61
High 19 3,236 -.00 -.38,  .44 -.04,  .03 34.19*
Ethnic Low  3.57 4 1,208 -.03 -.36,  .11 -.09,  .03   2.53
Medium 22 1,746 -.01 -.31,  .42 -.06,  .04 28.47
High 2 107  .17 -.15,  .28 -.03,  .35   3.90*
Nationality Low  0.39 0   
Medium 6 344 -.01 -.21,  .27 -.12,  .10   5.63
High 4 320  .04  .02,  .12 -.07,  .15   0.51
Gender Low  2.78 5 1,311 -.04 -.34,  .21 -.10,  .01   4.83
Medium 26 2,211  .01 -.22,  .27 -.03,  .05 40.53*
High 17 1,588 -.04 -.34,  .23 -.09,  .02 30.21*
Educational 
level
Low 3.03 1 767
Medium 2 117 -.14 -.24,  .02 -.31,  .05   1.88
High 12 1,538   .03 -.32,  .29 -.02,  .08 32.87**
Job-related 
diversity
Low  7.69* 4 1,231 -.04 -.10,  .11 -.09,  .02   0.85
Medium 14 1,392  .03 -.14,  .55 -.02,  .09 45.79***
High 37 3,603  .06** -.27,  .44  .02,  .09 52.04*
Functional 
background







QB fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
Medium 10 618  .04 -.17,  .35 -.04,  .12 12.60
High 26 2,785  .08*** -.29,  .44  .04,  .12 56.01***
Educational 
background
Low  0.13 1
Medium 2 128 -.01 -.05,  .04 -.18,  .16   0.21
High 6 790  .02 -.02,  .07 -.05,  .09   0.45
Tenure Low  2.35 3 1,196 -.04 -.06, -.03 -.10,  .02   0.08
Medium 5 814 -.05 -.32,  .36 -.12,  .02 13.09*
High 25 2,596  .01 -.24,  .18 -.03,  .05 37.81*
Deep-level 
diversity
Low 14.16** 7 460  .03 -.12,  .11 -.06,  .13   1.58
Medium 26 1,808  .03 -.35,  .29 -.02,  .08 31.28
High 8 383 -.18*** -.44,  .22 -.28, -.08   9.16
It is important to note that a signifi cant association was found between diversity clus-
ter and task complexity (V = .25, p < .001). Most studies of the relationship between job-
related diversity and performance predominantly involve settings with highly complex 
tasks (37 studies), rather than tasks of low to medium complexity (18 studies). In contrast, 
most studies of demographic diversity (34 highly complex vs. 51 low and medium com-
plex task settings) or deep-level diversity (8 highly complex vs. 33 low and medium com-
plex task settings) involve tasks of low to medium complexity. This suggests that earlier 
claims of more positive diversity-performance relationships for job-related diversity than 
for demographic diversity (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009) may have been bi-
ased by the fact that job-related diversity was studied more often in settings that favored 
a positive relationship with performance. 
We found no association between task complexity and objective versus subjective 
performance assessments (V = .05, ns.), which indicates that task complexity does not ac-
Note.  Positive effect sizes indicate that there is a positive correlation between the group diversity cluster or 
group diversity dimension and group task performance, whereas negative effect sizes indicate a negative cor-
relation.  QB = homogeneity of effect sizes between classes; k = number of effect sizes; N= number of teams; r = 
mean weighted effect size; Min-Max = minimum and maximum correlation; 95%CI = 95% Confi dence Interval; 
QW = homogeneity of effect sizes within each class.
ª Signifi cance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity.   





count for the moderating infl uence of performance measurement or vice versa. Moreover, 
there was a positive relationship between job-related diversity and objective assessments 
of performance on highly complex tasks (k = 19, r = .07, p < .01; but QW = 37.33, p < .01). 
This strengthens our belief that job-related diversity benefi ts performance on highly com-
plex tasks.
Hypothesis 3: In-Role Versus Innovative Performance
As shown in Table 5, the relationship of diversity with in-role performance differs from its 
relationship with innovative performance (QB = 5.32, p < .05). In support of Hypothesis 3a, 
studies assessing the relationship between diversity and innovative performance showed 
a signifi cant positive relationship (r = .04, p < .05, but QW = 41.96, p < .05). However, there 
was no diversity-performance relationship for studies involving in-role performance (r = 
-.00, ns.). Across diversity clusters and diversity dimensions, the relationships of diversity 
with performance tended to be more positive for innovative than for in-role performance. 
However, the results involving the relationship between educational level diversity and 
innovative performance (r = .20, p < .001) involved just three effect sizes, and thus should 
be interpreted with caution. 
In support of Hypothesis 3b, there was a signifi cantly more positive relationship 
between job-related dimensions of diversity and innovative performance than between 
demographic diversity and innovative performance (QB = 4.54, p < .05; r = .09, p < .01 and r 
= .02, ns., respectively). However, the relationship between job-related diversity and inno-
vative performance was heterogeneous (QW = 31.92, p < .05), pointing to the need to iden-
tify moderators of this relationship. We examined if other moderator variables affected 
the relationship between diversity and innovative or in-role performance. However, we 
found no signifi cant relationship with diversity cluster (V = .13, ns.), task complexity (V = 
.17, ns.), or type of measurement (Φ = .13, ns.). This suggests that the differential effects on 
innovative performance of demographic and job-related diversity (Hypothesis 3b) cannot 
be attributed to any of the previous fi ndings (e.g., to a bias against demographic diversity 
and/or a bias in favor of job-related diversity). Moreover, the relationships of demographic 
and job-related diversity with innovative performance differed signifi cantly when perfor-
mance was measured objectively (QB = 4.79, p < .05), but not when it was measured sub-
jectively (QB = 0.52, ns.). A positive relationship between job-related diversity and objec-
tive assessments of innovation was found (k = 5, r = .14, p < .05), but no such relationship 
was found between demographic diversity and objective measures of innovation (k = 5, 
r = -.01, ns.). The limited number of studies that we examined warrants caution in inter-
preting these results, but the results do suggest that the additional benefi t of job-related 











QW fi xed ª k N r fi xed MIN-
MAX
95% C I 
fi xed
QW
OVERALL In-role 5.32* 129 16,990 -.00 -.44,  .44 -.02,  .01 120.97







In-role  3.60 84 13,914 -.02* -.35,  .44 -.04, -.01 128.78**
Innovation 19 2,712  .02 -.17,  .42 -.02,  .06   26.70
Age In-role  2.48 34 10,091 -.04** -.38,  .44 -.05, -.02 139.65***
Innovation 13 2,425  .00 -.30,  .19 -.04,  .04   24.68*
Ethnic In-role  0.68 28 4,692 -.11*** -.43,  .30 -.14, -.08   97.76***
Innovation 8 484 -.07 -.22,  .42 -.16,  .02   15.32*
Nationality In-role  0.01 10 690  .00 -.21,  .27 -.07,  .08     8.30
Innovation 3 176 -.01 -.17,  .09 -.16,  .14     1.94
Gender In-role  1.09 47 6,662 -.05*** -.34,  .35 -.07, -.02   91.71***
Innovation 12 903 -.01 -.19,  .24 -.07,  .06   26.39**
Educatio-
nal level
In-role 21.33*** 17 3,844 -.04* -.32,  .18 -.07, -.01   30.17*
Innovation 3 402  .20*** -.10,  .29  .11,  .30     7.69*
Job-related 
diversity
In-role  2.61 55 7,661  .04*** -.29,  .45  .02,  .06   99.54***
Innovation 18 1,532  .09** -.14,  .43  .04,  .14   31.92*
Functional 
background
In-role  0.71 34 4,753  .10*** -.48,  .45  .07,  .13   64.85**
Innovation 13 1,014  .13*** -.13,  .43  .06,  .19   43.62***
Educational 
background
In-role  0.00 8 1,519 -.00 -.04,  .13 -.05,  .05     2.89
Innovation 2 154 -.00 -.07,  .07 -.16,  .16     0.73
Tenure In-role  0.43 32 5,779  .01 -.32,  .18 -.02,  .03   81.98***
Innovation 10 1,002  .03 -.36,  .15 -.03,  .09     7.22
Deep-level 
diversity
In-role 3.60* 42 2,714 -.01 -.44,  .29 -.05,  .03   59.18*





Without negating the benefi ts of demographic diversity for innovative performance (ver-
sus in-role performance), the current evidence thus supports Hypothesis 3b, in that job-
related diversity enhanced innovation more than did demographic diversity.
DISCUSSION
At fi rst blush, diversity is a fi eld of research with highly inconsistent fi ndings. It is thus the 
kind of fi eld where meta-analysis is an important tool for determining what we can, and 
cannot, conclude on the basis of the available evidence. One of the key issues in diversity 
research is whether the kind of diversity – demographic versus job-related – moderates 
its performance effects. Recent meta-analyses appeared to support a conclusion that has 
long been endorsed by many researchers, namely that job-related diversity is associated 
with positive performance effects, whereas demographic diversity is associated with ne-
gative performance effects (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009; cf. Hülsheger et al., 
2009). Our analysis calls this conclusion into question, and suggests important qualifi ca-
tions regarding the relationships of demographic diversity and job-related diversity with 
performance. We have argued and shown that rater biases may account for differences in 
the relationships of demographic and job-related diversity with performance.
Demographic and Job-Related Diversity Reconsidered
Subjective ratings of group performance are typically assumed to be a proxy for objective 
performance. From that perspective, our fi nding that subjective ratings of performance, 
but not objective performance measures, show a moderating role of diversity cluster (Hy-
pothesis 1a) is of major importance. This fi nding negates a key conclusion from earlier 
meta-analyses by Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) and by Joshi and Roh (2009). When objec-
tive measures of group performance are studied, there is little evidence that demograp-
hic diversity has negative performance effects, whereas job-related diversity has positive 
performance effects. A better conclusion would be that subjective performance ratings of 
diverse teams are problematic, and that the fi ndings of earlier meta-analyses refl ect these 
Note.  Positive effect sizes indicate that there is a positive correlation between the group diversity cluster or 
group diversity dimension and group task performance, whereas negative effect sizes indicate a negative cor-
relation.  QB = homogeneity of effect sizes between classes; k = number of effect sizes; N= number of teams; r = 
mean weighted effect size; Min-Max = minimum and maximum correlation; 95%CI = 95% Confi dence Interval; 
QW = homogeneity of effect sizes within each class.
ª Signifi cance indicates rejection of the hypothesis of homogeneity.   
*p< 0.05. **p< 0.01. ***p< 0.001.
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problems. In a fi eld where studies relying on subjective ratings of performance easily out-
number studies using objective performance measures, this is a worrisome conclusion. 
Experimental research is needed to examine the extent to which biases in the subjec-
tive assessment of the performance of demographically diverse groups are due to biases 
against the kinds of people who belong to those groups (Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995; 
Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Stauffer & Buckley, 2005), or to negative beliefs about demograp-
hic diversity itself (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 
2007). Testing of the source of subjective performance ratings showed that these biases 
are primarily attributable to external team leaders (Hypothesis 1b). In fact, our results sug-
gest that team members of demographically different groups are less biased towards the 
performance of their own group than are external raters of the team. Ironically, external 
team leaders are one of the external sources or information that are often favored by re-
searchers (e.g., team members; Podsakoff et al., 2003). Note that the issue is not that team 
members’ ratings are more positive than ratings by external team leaders, or more positive 
than objective indicators. Our fi ndings indicate that team members’ and internal team lea-
ders’ ratings align well with objective indicators. This is an important qualifi cation, because 
the disparity in fi ndings between objective and subjective performance measures could 
also be attributed to other potential differences between them (cf. Bommer et al., 1995). 
Note that these biases do not support the recently advanced hypothesis that diverse and 
non-diverse groups rate their own performance differently (Phillips, Liljenquist, & Neale, 
2009). Instead, we believe our fi ndings can best be understood in terms of the extent of 
collaborative contact with the team. Harrison et al. (1998) argued that the infl uence of 
stereotype-based perceptions and biases wanes the more team members get to know 
each other better over time – a perspective that is consistent with the more general “con-
tact hypothesis” in intergroup relations research (e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Because 
internal raters have more extensive experience in collaborating with team members than 
do external team leaders, it follows that external raters are more subject to biases than 
are internal raters. To explore this explanation, it would be useful for future researchers to 
assess team contact variables (e.g., frequency, duration) for external raters, to determine 
whether and how their ratings are affected by the amount of contact with a team.
It should not be diffi cult to convince researchers that more objective measures of group 
performance are needed. But obtaining such measures is often easier said than done. In 
our opinion, the use of subjective performance ratings is only justifi ed under two condi-
tions. The fi rst condition is when ratings can be obtained from raters who are ‘blind’ to a 
team (e.g., ratings of team performance by content domain experts when the teams are 
anonymous; see West & Anderson, 1996). The second condition is when hypotheses re-





the team, such as moderation by team personality composition, which is not visible to 
external raters (e.g., Kearney et al., 2009). In this latter condition, external ratings may still 
underestimate the positive infl uence of demographic diversity (and overestimate the po-
sitive infl uence of job-related diversity), so any conclusions should revolve around the role 
of the moderator variable, rather than the effect size for comparisons between demograp-
hic and job-related diversity. 
The Moderating Effect of Task Complexity Reconsidered
We identifi ed task complexity as a moderator of the extent to which demographic and 
job-related diversity differ in their relationship with performance (Hypothesis 2). With 
greater task complexity, job-related diversity (but not demographic diversity) becomes 
more helpful. In comparison, the meta-analysis by Horwitz and Horwitz (2007) did not 
fi nd moderation for task complexity – an outcome we now can attribute to the fact that 
they focused only on demographic diversity. In this respect, we also note that the over-
representation of studies on job-related diversity, and the underrepresentation of studies 
on demographic diversity in complex task settings may contribute to the more positive 
performance effects observed for job-related diversity. 
Consequently, we found that the often- expected advantage of job-related diversity 
is moderated by task complexity. Indeed, the only positive relationship with performance 
obtained in this particular analysis was for job-related diversity in complex tasks (versus 
simple or moderately complex tasks). We argued that the performance advantages of job-
related diversity on complex tasks are attributable to the nature of the informational dif-
ferences with which job-related diversity (versus demographic diversity) is associated. We 
have no direct evidence for this claim, nor does anyone else, so far as we know. Indeed, 
although the informational resource perspective is often discussed in diversity research, 
attempts to assess its validity are hard to fi nd. We think it would be worthwhile to change 
this state of affairs. Experimental research involving manipulations of the knowledge and 
perspectives that members with different backgrounds bring to group interaction could 
help further unravel the diversity puzzle and help us to predict when and how positive 
performance outcomes may fl ow from team diversity. 
Diversity and Innovative Performance
Overall, diversity was more positively related to innovative than to in-role performance. 
This fi nding supports the notion that the synergistic potential of diversity is particularly 
relevant for team creativity (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The in-
formational resources associated with all dimensions of diversity (including demographic 
diversity) may thus be helpful for stimulating out-of-the box thinking.   
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Our fi ndings also provide an important qualifi cation of a recent meta-analysis by Hüls-
heger et al. (2009). That analysis suggests that only job-related diversity improves inno-
vative performance, which may in fact be inhibited by demographic diversity. We are not 
arguing that the distinction between demographic and job-related diversity is irrelevant 
here. Indeed, in partial alignment with Hülsheger et al.’s analysis, we found that job-related 
diversity was more positively related than demographic diversity to innovative perfor-
mance. At the same time, we found that the relationship of diversity with innovation was 
heterogeneous for both demographic and job-related diversity. So, innovation as a func-
tion of diversity cannot be taken for granted. 
Small Effect Sizes?
Our fi ndings generally supported our conceptual analysis. Setting aside the support for 
our hypotheses, however, the observed effect sizes that we reported were admittedly 
small. So, a fair question is whether diversity really matters all that much for group perfor-
mance. Such a conclusion might seem justifi ed, based on our fi ndings. Even so, we hesitate 
to draw that conclusion when we consider both the current data and the theory underly-
ing our analysis.
A fi rst thing to note is that small average effect sizes do not imply that the impact of 
diversity on group performance is always small. As researchers focus more on modera-
tors of the diversity-performance relationship (van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007), the 
fi eld should discover areas in which larger effect sizes can be found. Our meta-analysis 
has helped to identify some of those areas by examining the moderating effects of dif-
ferent performances and of differences in tasks. But our understanding of the moderators 
of diversity effects is still developing. Recent studies, for instance, have identifi ed other 
moderators of the diversity-performance relationship, moderators that have not yet re-
ceived enough research attention to be included in a meta-analysis (e.g., team leadership; 
Kearney & Gebert, 2009). So, we feel secure in predicting that future research, by focusing 
on moderators of the relationship between diversity and performance, will reveal stronger 
and stronger effects. 
Practical Implications
Because a meta-analysis refl ects the results from many studies, it offers a strong basis for 
developing new practices. In this respect, we have some advice to offer managers. First, 
diversity (even functional background diversity) should not be viewed as a silver bullet 
for improving performance. At the same time, diversity need not produce problems for 
a group either. Rather, the infl uence of both demographic and job-related diversity on 
groups depends on moderator variables. We have identifi ed three of these variables that 





First, for any organization that wants to evaluate the performance of its teams, it is 
important to realize that subjective ratings (at least when provided by people outside of 
the team) may be biased against demographically diverse teams and/or biased in favor of 
teams that are diverse on job-related characteristics. More objective performance measu-
res are thus of particular importance for evaluating the performance of diverse teams, and 
organizations are well-advised to design their performance management and appraisal 
systems accordingly. Where objective measures of performance are hard to come by, and 
subjective ratings seem to be the obvious alternative, it would be better if such ratings 
were obtained from judges blind to the team’s composition. If that is not possible, then an 
organization could try to train raters to be aware of and overcome possible biases. It might 
also be helpful to include team self-ratings as a reference point, so that diversity-related 
rater biases in performance evaluations can be detected. 
Second, for more complex tasks with greater information processing, problem-solving, 
and decision-making requirements, job-related diversity is especially likely to be benefi ci-
al. For such tasks, it may thus be advisable to raise awareness about the potential informa-
tional benefi ts that diversity offers (cf. van Knippenberg et al., 2007). And fi nally, diversity 
may be a particularly important factor in team innovation, which implies that diversity 
(particularly job-related diversity) is especially advantageous when creative thinking is 
required. 
Limitations
An obvious limitation of any meta-analysis is that it can only include variables for which 
a suffi cient number of effect sizes are available. Our analysis is no exception. A second li-
mitation is the fact that we cannot substantiate the relationships uncovered without data 
about mediating group processes. The absence of process data (until relatively recently) 
is a notorious problem in diversity research. This is particularly troublesome, given that 
group researchers seem to have become less and less committed to collecting data on 
group processes (Moreland, Fetterman, Flagg, & Swanenburg, 2010). It would be valuable 
if new research, inspired by our fi ndings, examines the mediating processes proposed to 




¹ Educational level arguably falls between the demographic and deep-level categories of diversity, capturing 
social group membership as well as levels of ability/knowledge.  Our classifi cation of educational level diversity 
as demographic diversity is thus a judgment call.  
² We also coded several other variables that might help in exploring the heterogeneity in effect sizes.  These 
included (a) publication form (published, dissertation, unpublished working paper); (b) average team size; (c) 
proportion of male participants, average age of participants, mean team tenure, and mean organizational tenure; 
(d) study setting (fi eld, laboratory, undergraduate student teams, MBA teams); (e) industry setting (service, ma-
nufacturing, high-technology); (f ) operationalization of diversity (separation, variety, disparity; Harrison & Klein, 
2007); and (g) team type (production, project [student, MBA, organizational], R&D, TMT). As it turned out, none of 
these variables signifi cantly moderated the diversity-performance relationship. Further details on these analyses 
are available from the authors.   
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In accounting for the positive and negative consequences of work group diversity, re-
searchers have generally relied on the information/decision-making and the social cat-
egorization perspective, respectively.  In this conceptual paper we fi ll the void on how 
status processes relate to the work group diversity literature by advancing a status per-
spective of the relationship between work group diversity and group performance.  Based 
on expectation states theory, we argue that status differences between group members 
more or less automatically emerge when group members differ in their characteristics 
and/or associated (informational) resources.  These within-group status differences lead 
to the formation of a status confi guration, which can be understood as the informal social 
order of a group.  We propose that the effect of a status confi guration on group perfor-
mance depends on the interplay between the veridicality, the legitimacy and the stability 
of a status confi guration.  Based on these three aspects of a status confi guration, we de-
velop a team typology that consists of four different status confi guration states that each 
yield different group dynamics and performance outcomes.  We close with a discussion 
on how our status perspective relates to the information/decision-making and the social 
categorization perspective.  
Keywords: work group diversity, status, group processes, group performance




A STATUS PERSPECTIVE ON THE CONSEQUENCES OF WORK GROUP DIVERSITY
Consider a top management team (TMT) that has to make a decision on whether or not to 
merge with another pharmaceutical company. The TMT consists of three members with differ-
ent backgrounds: The fi rst has a background in economy, the second in law, and the third in 
medicine. In comparison to a TMT with members who all share the same background, to what 
extent and how does the confi guration of the diverse TMT impact the decision-making process 
and outcome?
The case presented above represents an exemplary situation that is typically studied 
by diversity researchers. For the past years there has been a proliferation of academic 
studies examining the consequences of work group diversity for member characteristics 
like age, gender, and personality (e.g., van Dijk, van Engen, & van Knippenberg, 2012). One 
reason for the overwhelming attention to work group diversity in research in Organiza-
tional Psychology is that with the increased use of work groups in organizations it has 
become more important how team member characteristics such as age, gender, race (i.e., 
demographic characteristics), tenure, and functional background (i.e., job-related charac-
teristics) affect team functioning and why (cf. Harrison & Klein, 2007). Another reason for 
the increased amount of diversity research is that the relationship between team diversity, 
group processes and team task performance appear to be ambiguous and, hence, not 
easy to disentangle (cf. Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, & Briggs, 2011; Jackson & Joshi, 2011).
In this conceptual paper, we assert that our problems with understanding the con-
sequences of work group diversity may be overcome by a new look into the processes 
that guide these consequences. To date, diversity research has been dominated by two 
theoretical perspectives, i.e. the information/decision-making and the social categoriza-
tion perspective (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). Because these perspectives 
respectively account for positive and negative consequences, they can easily be used for 
explaining whatever outcomes are found in diversity research. However, these perspecti-
ves fail to take status-related processes into account, despite the fact that ample research 
shows that peoples’ characteristics (e.g., gender, ethnicity, education) relate to status (e.g., 
Eagly & Karau, 2002; Ridgeway & Berger, 1986) and that status relates to various sorts of 
group processes and behaviour (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). We argue that the omis-
sion of status-related processes has created a fl awed – or at least limited – understan-
ding of the processes underlying the consequences of work group diversity. Our purpose 
therefore is to advance a status perspective on work group diversity that delineates how 
group members in diverse groups are liable to various status-related processes that shape 
and direct group-level outcomes. Core to our status perspective is the assertion that dif-
ferences between group members tend to yield within-group status differences that have 
an impact on group processes and group performance. 
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In the following, we point at the limited explanatory power of the information/deci-
sion-making and the social categorization perspectives in accounting for the diversity-
performance relationship. After providing a defi nition of status and introducing several 
status theories, we assert that work group diversity inevitably leads to a work group status 
confi guration that delineates a within-group informal social order or hierarchy. We propo-
se that whether such a diversity-inferred status confi guration enhances or inhibits group 
functioning depends on the extent to which the status differences between the group 
members (a) veridically represent different levels of expertise or competence present in 
the team that are relevant to the task(s) at hand, (b) are perceived by the team members 
as legitimate, and (c) are perceived by the team members as stable. As such, we propose 
that status processes for a large part account for the relationship between work group 
diversity and group performance.
STATUS CONFIGURATION AS A MEDIATOR OF DIVERSITY’S CONSEQUENCES
In the work group diversity literature, a wide variety of characteristics (e.g., age, functional 
background, personality) on which team members can differ have been subject to exami-
nation. Each of these dimensions of diversity have been associated with positive as well 
as negative outcomes (e.g., Bell et al., 2011), which has led researchers to conclude that 
all dimensions of diversity can elicit positive as well as negative outcomes (van Dijk et al., 
2012; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). 
In accounting for the positive performance outcomes of diversity, the information/de-
cision-making perspective posits that teams with high levels of diversity are expected to 
have more informational resources available than homogeneous teams, rendering diverse 
teams able to outperform more homogeneous teams when they are able to integrate and 
elaborate on those informational resources (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997; Tsui & O’Reilly, 
1989; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The negative performance outcomes of diversity have 
been attributed to social categorization (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) 
and similarity/attraction (Byrne, 1971) processes, which outline how people respond more 
favourably toward ingroup (i.e., people similar to themselves) members than toward out-
group (i.e., people different than themselves) members. Due to these affective reactions to 
diversity, it can be expected that the group processes in more homogeneous groups are 
more cooperative and hence productive than the group processes in more diverse groups 
(for a theoretical overview and integration of these processes, see van Knippenberg et al., 
2004). 
We argue that these two perspectives fall short in providing a comprehensive account 
of how a work group’s processes and performance are impacted by diversity. As an illus-




tration of why the other two perspectives fall short, consider the case at the start of this 
article. Based on the social categorization perspective, it may be expected that the group 
processes will be smoother in a homogeneous TMT than in the diverse TMT. But will the 
decision quality of a homogeneous TMT also be better than that of the heterogeneous 
TMT? From a social categorization perspective the smoother group processes in a homo-
geneous TMT suggests that it will, but from an information/decision-making perspective 
it can be expected that the more heterogeneous pool of resources available to the diverse 
team will lead to higher-quality decisions (cf. Ely & Thomas, 2001). In order to fi nd out 
which perspective provides a more accurate prediction of whether the homogeneous or 
diverse TMT will make a better decision, it is necessary to probe some more questions at 
a more detailed level. For example, how do the different members know how to value in-
formation that is shared by the different TMT members?  And how do the group members 
make a decision when there is no consensus about what the best decision is?  Both the 
social categorization and the information/decision-making perspective stay mute to the-
se questions that involve essential elements of the group processes leading up to group 
outcomes. 
The Role of Status in Diversity’s Consequences
In our assertion that status plays a crucial role in these processes, we defi ne status as an 
individual’s prominence, respect, and infl uence in the eyes of others (Anderson & Kilduff, 
2009a). Within work groups, status tends to be attributed based on judgments of exper-
tise and competence: The more that group members perceive a fellow group member to 
be competent at the task at hand, the higher the status of that person (Anderson, John, 
Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). According to status characteristics theory 
(Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972), such judgments are often inferred based on people’s 
characteristics:  When people differ both on a characteristic and in the quantity and/or 
quality of resources, this effects the belief that inequalities in resources are due to the 
different characteristics. In turn, this belief leads to higher status being ascribed to the 
people with characteristics that are associated with higher resources (DiTomaso, Post, & 
Parks-Yancy, 2007; Ridgeway, Boyle, Kuipers, & Robinson, 1998). In work groups, status thus 
for a large part is infl uenced by the extent to which group member’s characteristics are 
perceived to resemble the characteristics that are considered to be important for the task 
at hand by fellow group members. 
There are four important properties of status that delineate its nature. First, status is 
something that is attributed by other group members. A person thus cannot take status 
(Anderson et al., 2001). Second, because a person’s status is determined by his or her group 
members, it is confi ned to a specifi c group context. This does not only entail that a person’s 
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status can differ per group, but also that a person’s status can differ per task. For example, 
whereas men tend to be attributed a higher status than women when working together 
on a math task, women tend to be attributed a higher status than men when working 
together on a language task (e.g., Chatman, Boisnier, Spataro, Anderson, & Berdahl, 2008). 
Third, although the distribution of status is based on subjective assessments, group mem-
bers tend to reach high levels of agreement in their status attributions (Magee & Galinsky, 
2008). Fourth, group members tend to distribute status unevenly among group members, 
thereby creating a rank order that distinguishes high- from low-status group members. In 
the remainder of this paper, we refer to this rank order as a status confi guration, which can 
be understood as the informal social order or hierarchy that distinguishes higher-status 
from lower-status group members. Fifth, because a status confi guration consists of a rank 
order, status operates according to zero-sum dynamics: One person’s status gain implies 
another person’s status loss.
 Because status is frequently attributed based on people’s characteristics (Berger et 
al., 1972), it may be expected that status confi gurations are predominantly prevalent in 
diverse work groups. This is not to say that status confi gurations do not emerge in homo-
geneous groups. Much research to status differences between group members is ground-
ed in the work of Bales (1950) among homogeneous decision-making groups. Although 
there was no designated leader, inequalities arose quickly and persisted over time in the 
sense that some group members were more infl uential than other group members (Cor-
rell & Ridgeway, 2003). However, more often than not status is attributed based on peo-
ple’s characteristics, which suggests that status differences are more likely to emerge in 
more diverse groups. Among others, group members’ gender (Chatman et al., 2008; Eagly 
& Karau, 2002), ethnicity (Moore, 1968), age (Freese & Cohen, 1973), tenure (Bunderson, 
2003), functional background (Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010) and personal-
ity (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009b; Brunell, Gentry, Campbell, Hoffman, Kuhnert, & DeMarree, 
2008) have been used by groups as proxies to assess a member’s competence. Compared 
to homogeneous groups, the greater variety in member characteristics thus renders it 
more likely that status differences emerge between group members in diverse groups. 
We therefore propose that status confi gurations are more likely to emerge and/or will be 
more pronounced in more diverse groups:
Proposition 1: Status confi gurations are more likely to occur and tend to be more pro-
nounced in diverse groups than in more homogeneous groups.
An important qualifi cation of Proposition 1 is that a person’s status is contingent on the 
task type. Whereas people’s characteristics may be used as proxies for expertise on one 




task, on another task this precise characteristic may be irrelevant. For example, whereas 
extraversion is often associated with good leadership skills within a team (Anderson et 
al., 2001), extraversion is likely to be irrelevant in the execution of writing a report for the 
team. The extent to which work group diversity leads to the formation of a status confi gu-
ration is therefore likely to depend on the extent to which there are (stereotypical) beliefs 
about the extent to which group members’ characteristics are believed to predict task 
performance (cf. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Accordingly, we hypothesize that:
Proposition 2: Work group diversity will only result in a status confi guration when diffe-
rent characteristics of group members are (stereotypically) believed to predict task perfor-
mance.
Status confi gurations are not without consequences. According to expectation states the-
ory (Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 1974; Ridgeway & Correll, 2003), group members adjust their 
behaviour based on their status rank. People defer more to high-status than to low-status 
group members, and high-status group members behave more dominantly than low-sta-
tus group members (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). As a consequence, high-status group 
members have more impact on decision-making processes and group performance than 
low-status group members (e.g., Chatman et al., 2008). These dynamics of how a group’s 
status confi guration infl uences group behavior are well-described by Correll and Ridge-
way (2003: 31):  
Once developed, performance expectations (…) shape behavior in a self-fulfi lling fashion. The 
greater the performance expectation of one actor compared to another,  the more likely the 
fi rst actor will be given chances to perform in the group, the more likely she or he will be to 
speak up and offer task suggestions, the more likely her or his suggestions will be positively 
evaluated and the less likely she or he will be to be infl uenced when there are disagreements. 
(…) In this way, relative performance expectations create and maintain a hierarchy of partici-
pation, evaluation, and infl uence among the actors that constitutes the group’s status hierarchy.
A status confi guration thus leads to disparate group dynamics where high-status 
group members are more infl uential than low-status group members. The immanent 
question that follows is to what extent such disparity impacts group performance. It is this 
question that we will turn to in the next section.
Status Confi guration Veridicality, Legitimacy, and Stability
We propose that a status confi guration serves a (tacit) coordination function that facili-
tates decision-making processes and supports the division of labour (de Kwaadsteniet, 
Homan, van Dijk, & van Beest, 2012; Halevy, Chou, & Galinsky, 2011): When group members 
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have different opinions, their status can serve as a cue about who is most likely to be right. 
In addition, when a person needs to know something, status serves as a cue to know what 
group member is most likely to know the answer. Consequently, a status confi guration can 
enhance team performance for a large part by making teamwork more effi cient. 
However, we propose that whether or not a status confi guration truly enhances group 
performance is contingent on three aspects of a status confi guration that together shape 
the character of a status confi guration. These three aspects are the veridicality of a status 
confi guration, the legitimacy of a status confi guration, and the stability of a status con-
fi guration. In the following, we will further elaborate on each aspect and how they impact 
the relationship between work group diversity, a group’s status confi guration, and group 
performance.
Status confi guration veridicality
We propose that the veridicality of a status confi guration is positively related with the ex-
tent to which a status confi guration affects group performance, in which status confi gura-
tion veridicality is defi ned as the extent to which group members’ status rank is congruent 
with their respective levels of expertise or competence for the task at hand (cf. the notion 
of ‘mental model accuracy’, e.g., Lim & Klein, 2006). It thus concerns the question whether, 
for example, the economist in the vignette at the start of this paper truly possesses more 
knowledge and expertise in the area of economics than the other TMT members. 
Several problems may emerge when beliefs and associations with member charac-
teristics result in a nonveridical status confi guration. First, work groups may suffer from 
relying on less-competent group members when non-expert group members are regar-
ded as high-status group members on a certain task (i.e., there are too high expectati-
ons regarding non-expert group members). For example, van Dijk, Meyer and van Engen 
(2012) found in an experiment that information elaboration increased the infl uence of 
high-status group members, and that group performance benefi ted from this when the 
highest-status group member was the most competent group member, but that group 
performance suffered when the highest ranking group member was a less-competent 
group member. Second, work groups may suffer from structural underperformance be-
cause expert group members are nonveridically regarded as low-status group members 
on a certain task and hence are not as infl uential as they ought to be (i.e., there are too low 
expectations regarding expert group members). For example, Woolley et al. (2008) found 
in an experimental study that teams with experts on certain aspects of the task performed 
worse than teams without experts when the expertise of the experts was not recognized, 
but outperformed teams without experts when the expertise was identifi ed. Having the 




wrong person for the job is thus characteristic for work groups that suffer from having a 
nonveridical status confi guration.
Proposition 3: The relationship between work group diversity and group performance is 
contingent on the veridicality of a team’s status confi guration, with a veridical status confi -
guration accounting for more positive and a nonveridical status confi guration accounting 
for more negative consequences.
Status confi guration legitimacy
Status confi guration legitimacy refers to the extent to which group members agree on 
and accept the status confi guration (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001). Whereas 
status veridicality is concerned with the question whether the status confi guration in 
work groups actually is veridical, status legitimacy thus is concerned with the question 
whether the status confi guration is perceived as veridical. In terms of the vignette, it con-
cerns whether the work group members consider the distinction between high- and low-
status group members based on differences in their backgrounds to be legitimate.
A vast amount of research has been conducted to the impact of status legitimacy ver-
sus status illegitimacy on intergroup relations (for a meta-analysis, see Bettencourt et al., 
2001). In general, high-status group members show a tendency to ingroup favouritism in 
order to maintain their positive social identity, whereas low-status group members have 
been found to favour the outgroup and hence acknowledge the task-superiority of the 
higher status group as well as to challenge the status confi guration by contesting the 
more privileged position of the high-status group (Bettencourt & Bartholow, 1998; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986). The meta-analysis of Bettencourt et al. (2001) revealed that the outgroup or 
ingroup preference of low-status groups is contingent on whether the status confi gurati-
on is perceived as legitimate or illegitimate, respectively. Under conditions of a legitimate 
status confi guration, low-status group members agree with high-status group members 
that the latter are more competent at a certain task, whereas under conditions of an ille-
gitimate status confi guration high and low-status group members hold confl icting beliefs 
on who are the right persons for the job. As a consequence, situations in which the status 
confi guration is perceived as illegitimate evoke perceptions of unfairness and injustice. 
This can lead to various forms of resigning behaviour among low-status group members 
that ranges from lower levels of commitment to apathy. At the same time high-status 
group members may engage in overt discrimination to “show who’s boss” (cf. literature 




Proposition 4: The relationship between work group diversity and group performance is 
contingent on the legitimacy of a team’s status confi guration, with a legitimate status con-
fi guration accounting for more positive and an illegitimate status confi guration accoun-
ting for more negative consequences.
Status confi guration stability
Status confi guration stability refers to the perceived likelihood that the status confi gurati-
on is changeable and that at least some group members want it to change. In the vignette 
example, status confi guration stability thus refers to the extent to which the TMT group 
members consider their relative statuses to be apt to change (Bettencourt et al., 2001). 
Importantly, status stability is confi ned to the contestability of a status confi guration wit-
hin a task. Between tasks, it is perfectly conceivable that status confi gurations differ:  For 
example, most projects consist of several (sub-)tasks that require experts from different 
domains working together. It can therefore be that the status ranks differ in their confi -
guration between the sub-tasks. However, if the status confi guration differs within a task, 
this entails that group members contest each other’s position in a status confi guration 
(Bendersky & Hays, 2012). 
Bendersky and Hays (2012) showed that such status confl ict is highly disruptive. Work 
groups with an unstable status confi guration can be characterized by insecure relations 
between group members in which they tend to be more focussed on challenging each 
other’s authority and status than on the task. This can be expressed in a myriad of ways, 
including sabotage, strikes and slowdowns by low-status group members, whereas high-
status group members may engage in more hidden discriminatory behaviour toward low-
status group members and may show defensive and/or dominant behaviour aimed at 
securing their high-status position (Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 
2011). We therefore propose that:
Proposition 5: The relationship between work group diversity and group performance is 
contingent on the stability of a team’s status confi guration, with a stable status confi gu-
ration accounting for more positive and an unstable status confi guration accounting for 
more negative consequences.
Whereas status confi guration veridicality, legitimacy and stability are distinct concepts, we 
propose that they are sequential. When a status confi guration is perceived as illegitimate, 
group members may be(come) aware of potential alternatives to the ruling status hierar-
chy and advocate a new social order (Bettencourt & Bartholow, 1998; Ellemers, Wilke, & van 
Knippenberg, 1993). It is therefore hardly surprising that status illegitimacy has been iden-




tifi ed as the major determinant of status instability (Bettencourt et al., 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 
1979). In fact, researchers frequently discuss status legitimacy and status stability together 
because the combination of status illegitimacy and instability “provides the most power-
ful impetus for the rejection of the status hierarchy” (Bettencourt et al., 2001:523). Similarly, 
we expect that a status confi guration is more likely to be perceived as legitimate when it 
is veridical because it may be expected that the perception of status confi guration veridi-
cality (i.e. status confi guration legitimacy) is predominantly infl uenced by the extent to 
which the status confi guration actually is veridical. Accordingly, we propose that:
Proposition 6: 
A status confi guration is more likely to become unstable when it is perceived as illegitimate.
Proposition 7: 
A status confi guration is more likely to become illegitimate when it is nonveridical.
A CONFIGURATIONAL MODEL OF DIVERSITY, STATUS, AND PERFORMANCE
The causal relationships between the aspects of a status confi guration suggest that there 
are only a limited amount of predominant combinations of status confi guration veridi-
cality, legitimacy, and stability. It is, for example, not likely that both high- and low-status 
group members accept the status confi guration (i.e., perceive it as legitimate), but that the 
status confi guration still is contested (i.e. that it is unstable). Consequently, status confi gu-
rations are unlikely to be unstable when they are legitimate, and to be illegitimate when 
they are veridical. We propose a team typology that consists of the four most predominant 
combinations of status confi guration veridicality, legitimacy, and stability. Each team typo-
logy represents a status confi guration state with different group dynamics and outcomes 
(see Table 1). In the following, we discuss the characteristics and consequences of each 
status confi guration state.
Synergy 
Synergy represents the state where the status confi guration of diverse groups is veridical, 
legitimate, and stable. In these work groups, status is distributed according to task-rele-
vant associations of expertise, competence and/or experience with member characteris-
tics. Team members complement each other and for each task there is a right person for 
the job. The veridicality of the status confi guration provides group members with informa-
tion on the informal order in groups that delineates who is the right person for each task 




Meanings and properties of different states of the status confi guration in diverse groups















Synergy High High High Highly task-oriented work 
groups with a task-contingent 
status confi guration. Respect 
is based on expertise and 
responsibilities are distributed 
accordingly. Best possible fi t 
between task requirements and 
personal competences. Mem-
bers complement each other.
Outperform 
homogeneous 
teams due to 
optimal use of 
the diverse set 
of knowledge, 
skills and abilities 
within the team.
Ignorance Low High High More relationship- than task-
oriented work groups where 
the status confi guration tends 
to be steady across tasks. Oc-
casional mismatch between 
task requirements and person 
for the job, but not perceived as 
such. Tendency to groupthink. 
Suboptimal 
performance due 
to denial of or 
ignorance about 
the (value of ) 
diversity within 
the team.
Suppression Low Low High Division of responsibilities 
according to favoritism. Low-
status group members show 
reduced commitment and 
may even become apathetic. 
High-status group members 
structurally deny low-status 
group members access to 
(informational) resources.
Low performance 
due to (a) mis-
match between 
task requirements 
and persons for 





Confl ict Low Low Low Highly competitive and some-
times even counterproductive 
behavior aimed at earning 
status. Lack of trust between 
team members may result in 
gossiping, coalition formation, 
quarrels, slowdowns, sabotage, 
and strikes.
Low - or even 
negative perfor-
mance due to 
focus on attaining 
status instead of 
on the task. 




Because different tasks may require a different skill set, group members may be perceived
as low-status on one task but as high-status on another task. Although the status confi gra-
tion in a synergetic team is stable, it thus is also dynamic: Within the domain of a specifi c 
task the status confi guration is stable and clear, but between tasks the status confi gura-
tion may differ given that a different task may require a different skill set. Diversity within 
these work groups thus serves as a cue to inform group members on the expertise of 
fellow group members (cf. de Kwaadsteniet et al., 2012; de Kwaadsteniet & van Dijk, 2010). 
Indeed, Rink and Ellemers (2007; 2011) pointed out that differences between group mem-
bers raise expectancies about unique contributions, thereby rendering diverse groups 
more open for divergent and dissenting input and information (for a similar example re-
lated to gender, see Chatman et al., 2008), which are - ultimately - essential for group per-
formance (Jetten & Hornsey, 2011).
Applied to the case at the start of this article, under the assumption that TMT member 
background veridically refl ects who is most competent to solve issues, the state of synergy 
thus entails that the backgrounds of the group members serve as status cues that inform 
the TMT members on who is the best person for each job. Because the level of compara-
tive fi t is highest between questions pertaining to the fi nancial liability of a potential mer-
ger and the TMT member with a background in economics, on such fi nancial questions 
(s)he will be the highest ranking TMT member in the status confi guration. As such, diver-
sity in groups with a status confi guration state of synergy is regarded as an informational 
resource that is optimally used and valued, thereby creating synergy effects that render 
diverse groups able to outperform homogeneous groups. 
Ignorance
Ignorance represents the state in which the status confi guration of diverse groups is non-
veridical yet legitimate and stable. Although group members believe the status confi gura-
tion to veridically refl ect different levels of competence between team members, in reality 
it is contaminated by a distribution of status based on other aspects than actual task ex-
pertise and competence. An example of this can be found in the “women are wonderful” 
effect, where stereotypical beliefs about women as being kind and nurturing yet lacking 
agency and competence - attributes stereotypically ascribed to men - overshadow the ac-
tual task-related expertise that a female group member may bring. In turn, these descrip-
tive stereotypical beliefs place women in a low-status position that reduces the extent 
to which their input is taken serious (e.g., Rudman, 1998; Vinkenburg, van Engen, Eagly, & 
Johannesen-Schmidt, 2011; cf. Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). 
Compared to the state of synergy, in the status confi guration state of ignorance the 
different expertises of the diverse members are not fully recognized, there may be a less-
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optimal fi t between expectations and actual competences, and the status confi guration 
will be less likely to differ between tasks. Although such mismatches have a detrimental 
effect on performance, there are no perceptions of unfairness or injustice since all group 
members perceive the status confi guration to be veridical and fair (i.e., legitimate). A di-
verse group with a status confi guration state of ignorance is thus likely to perform subop-
timally, but because the intergroup relations are likely to be harmonious it may still not lag 
too far behind homogeneous groups. In fact, groups with a status confi guration state of 
ignorance may run the highest risk of being too harmonious (cf. tendencies to groupthink, 
Janis, 1972). In groups where not competence and expertise but, for example, warmth (cf. 
Fiske et al., 2002) is valued most, group processes may be very harmonious and all group 
members may feel great in the team. 
In the example of the TMT of the pharmaceutical company, a status confi guration state 
of ignorance thus may entail that there is one TMT member who generally is considered 
to be more expert than the other TMT members. Regardless of whether fi nancial, legal or 
product compatibility issues are discussed, it is this member who has the highest status 
and hence the most impact on what decision is made, even though his/her expertise on 
some matters is limited. Diversity in a status confi guration state of ignorance may still be 
regarded as an informational resource, but in such a way that the associations with mem-
ber characteristics are nonveridical perceptions of group members’ actual expertise. 
Suppression
Suppression represents the state in which there is a nonveridical and illegitimate yet sta-
ble status confi guration. Whereas such work groups also suffer from having the wrong 
person for some of the jobs, an additional problem is that at least some of the group mem-
bers are aware of the nonveridicality of the status confi guration. Given that the status 
confi guration in a state of suppression is stable, these group members refrain from chal-
lenging the nonveridical status confi guration. 
For low-status group members it may be impossible to change the status confi gura-
tion, or they consider the cost of fi ghting the status confi guration too high. Either way, 
whereas the stability of the status confi guration secures the intergroup processes to 
remain relatively productive because everyone knows their position, the status illegitima-
cy causes illegitimacy-cognizant low-status group members to engage in the disruptive 
attitudes and behaviours we have mentioned before (i.e. reduced commitment, withdra-
wal, follower-behaviour, and apathy) (cf. Levine & Choi, 2011). Their attitudes and behavi-
ours are however not likely to become counter-productive because the (perceived) status 
confi guration is stable and thus unlikely to change. Low-status group members are there-
fore likely to comply with high-status group members and engage in social creativity be-




haviour in order to maintain a positive social identity. They may, for example, recategorize 
themselves at a higher level so that they see themselves more as part of the whole work 
group or organization than as a marginalized outgroup, or they may gain positive self-
esteem by emphasizing the importance of other attributes as important (e.g., ‘we may be 
a low-status subgroup, but at least we’re fun’) (Haslam, 2004; Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, 
& Mielke, 1999)1.
High-status group members who are aware of the status illegitimacy may choose to 
conceal the status confi guration nonveridicality by restricting low-status group members’ 
access to (informational) resources. In addition, high-status group members may suppress 
low-status group members by various forms of dominating behaviour (e.g., belittling low-
status group members, discouraging initiative, ignoring the input of low-status group 
members) that causes, among others, stress, helplessness and reduced performance 
among low-status group members (Ashforth, 1994). Consequently, in addition to the ne-
gative effects of the state of ignorance, work groups in the state of suppression also suf-
fer from various processes aimed at maintaining one’s privileged position (for high-status 
group members) or at maintaining a positive (social) identity (for low-status group mem-
bers). The performance of such diverse groups is therefore likely to be lower than that of 
homogeneous groups and even lower than that of groups with a status confi guration 
state of ignorance.
A status confi guration status of suppression in the vignette entails, for example, that 
the two low-status TMT members are less committed because they disagree with their 
low-status rank but feel unable to change their position. Under extreme circumstances, 
it may be that they even refrain from providing input because they have the impression 
that the high-status TMT member makes the decisions irrespective of what they think or 
say. In addition, the high-status TMT member may withhold information and resources 
to maintain his or her high-status position. In groups with a status confi guration state of 
suppression, diversity thus is regarded more as an instrument to make distinctions or even 
discriminate between group members than that it is considered to be an informational 
resource.
Confl ict
Finally, the state of confl ict represents situations where the status confi guration of diverse 
groups is nonveridical, illegitimate, and unstable. In an internal competition for respect 
and admiration high-status group members will tend to discriminate against low-status 
group members and may engage in similar behaviour as in the state of suppression. The 
fundamental difference with a status confi guration of suppression is that in the state of 
confl ict low-status group members actively pursue equality - or even supremacy - be-
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cause they believe that the status confi guration can be changed. In the state of confl ict, 
low-status group members may therefore engage in counterproductive behaviour inclu-
ding spreading rumours about high-status group members, coalition formation, causing 
slowdowns, sabotaging the work of high-status group members, and striking. 
An important means in the competition for status is withholding information (Toma & 
Butera, 2009). Given that information elaboration according to the informational resource 
perspective is essential for performance - in particular for diverse groups (van Knippen-
berg et al., 2004), the state of confl ict is likely to characterize highly dysfunctional work 
groups. An illegitimate and unstable status confi guration triggers group members to 
focus more on competing against each other in order to improve (for low-status group 
members) or maintain (for high-status group members) their subgroup’s relative standing 
rather than on cooperating and working on the tasks at hand (cf. Bendersky & Hays, 2012; 
Groysberg et al., 2011).
Translated to our TMT example, a status confi guration state of confl ict entails that low-
status TMT members engage in behaviours that challenge position of the high-status TMT 
member. Such behaviours can include making important decisions independently, chan-
ging decisions that were made by the high-status TMT member without informing him 
or her, and refusing to agree or give in during meetings when the other person is right. 
In a status confi guration state of confl ict, diversity represents a source and catalyst for 
disagreement. 
TOWARDS AN INTEGRATED PERSPECTIVE
Thus far, we have advanced a status perspective as a viable third perspective (next to the 
social categorization and the information/decision-making perspective) on the relations-
hip between work group diversity and group performance. In the remainder of this article 
we discuss how our status perspective relates to the conventional perspectives in diver-
sity research. 
Social Categorization, Information Elaboration and Status Processes
An important theoretical question that is raised by our status perspective is how it relates 
to the information/decision-making and the social categorization perspective: To what 
extent and how do status processes blend with information elaboration and social cate-
gorization processes? 
There are convincing arguments for the assertion that social categorization processes 
precede status-related processes and that, in turn, status-related processes infl uence in-
formation elaboration processes. First of all, because diversity-inferred status confi gurati-




ons are established on the differences between group member’s characteristics (Berger et 
al., 1972), social categorization processes are likely to shape the status confi guration and 
hence precede status-related processes. Important to note here is that social categoriza-
tion is a relational construct, but that status is both a relational and a contextual construct 
(Christie & Barling, 2010). Social categorization in itself thus is not suffi cient to function as 
a catalyst for the emergence of a status confi guration. For that, a task setting is needed 
that makes (stereotypical) assumptions and beliefs about the relationship between group 
member’s characteristics and task competence salient. In the context of such a task en-
vironment, social categorization processes are likely to translate into the emergence of 
a status confi guration as long as there is a (presumed) relationship between member’s 
characteristics and task competence (cf. de Kwaadsteniet et al., 2012). For example, age 
differences between group members are not likely to result in status differences between 
group members when they are working on a math task, but gender differences are be-
cause men stereotypically are thought to be better at math than women (cf. Chatman et 
al., 2008). Social categorization thus is likely to be a primary determinant of whether group 
members obtain a high- or low-status position in a status confi guration (Hornsey & Hogg, 
2002; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Second, there is strong evidence that high- and low-status group members engage 
differently in information elaboration and decision-making processes (Thomas-Hunt, Og-
den, & Neale, 2003; Wittenbaum, 2000). Wittenbaum and Bowman (2005) conclude in their 
review on information sharing within groups that high-status group members disclose 
more unshared information to others and have a more critical approach towards com-
monly accepted information than low-status group members. Moreover, in information 
elaboration processes, high-status group members are more often deferred to and have 
more infl uence and impact on the decision-making process than low-status group mem-
bers (Halevy et al., 2011). Our proposition about diverse groups having higher levels of 
within-group status differences than more homogeneous groups thus suggests that a 
status confi guration qualifi es information elaboration processes.   
Conclusion
Following the calls of several researchers (e.g., DiTomaso et al., 2007; Ravlin & Thomas, 
2005), we have integrated research on status processes and dynamics in groups with the 
diversity literature. We advanced a status perspective on the relationship between work 
group diversity and group performance that delineates why, when and how diversity-
inferred status differences enhance or inhibit group performance. Our status perspective 
challenges our current understanding of the diversity-performance relationship and calls 
for research to conceptually integrate our status perspective with the social categorizati-
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on and the information/decision-making perspective and to empirically study the extent 
to which status processes account for the proposed effects of work group diversity on 
group performance.
Footnotes
¹. Note that low-status group members cannot engage in individual mobility behaviour to enhance their self-
esteem as people cannot change their characteristics and group boundaries thus are impermeable (i.e., it is 
impossible for low-status group members to become high-status group members and vice versa). In particular 
research to relational demography has shown that how low- and high-status group members relate to each 
other is moderated by the extent to which status structures are perceived to be permeable (Chattopadhyay 
et al., 2004; George, Chattopadhyay, & Zhang, 2012; Haslam, 2004). A critical reader may argue that despite the 
characteristics being fi xed, the status that is ascribed to those characteristics is changeable and that there is 
thus a certain extent to which the status structures are permeable. However, we regard that less of an issue of 
permeability (as permeability involves the extent to which people can change their group membership, which 
applied to the diversity literature would entail changing, for example, one’s ethnic background or tenure) but 
more an issue of the extent to which people’s associations with and esteem of certain characteristics are subject 
to change (i.e., status stability).
CHAPTER 4
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Combining theory from research on stereotypes, status, and team diversity, we posit that 
work groups’ gender composition and task type impact stereotypic status attributions 
within the group, and that these affect individual performance through interpersonal 
dominance. We further propose that this perception – behavior – performance relation-
ship is malleable through team members’ diversity beliefs. These relationships were tested 
with 97 gender-heterogeneous groups who worked on male-typed or on female-typed 
problems in the laboratory. Group members assessed each others’ status prior to collabo-
ration, and their diversity beliefs were manipulated to be either pro-diversity or pro-sim-
ilarity. Multilevel path modeling shows that status attributions were based on a stereo-
typical gender-task fi t and that high-status group members behaved more dominantly 
if they thought that gender diversity was detrimental for the task. Dominance, measured 
with behavioral coding, predicted individual task performance beyond individual ability. 
Diversity beliefs thus moderated the perception – behavior – performance relationship. 
Keywords: Gender, Stereotypes, Status, Team Diversity, Team Performance




GENDER STEREOTYPES AFFECT PERFORMANCE IN TEAMS THROUGH 
STATUS AND DOMINANCE – UNDER PRO-SIMILARITY BELIEFS
In our teaching, we use a riddle to point out the omnipresence of stereotypes (see also 
Pendry, 2008, p. 69): “A man and his son drive down the freeway and have a terrible incident. 
The father is killed and the boy is rushed to the hospital. Upon arrival at the ER, the doctor looks 
at the boy and says: ‘I cannot treat this boy, because he is my son’. How can this be?”
It usually takes a number of incorrect answers (e.g., it’s the stepdad, he is a clergy, the 
father is reincarnated) before someone realizes that the surgeon is the boy’s mother. The 
riddle illustrates that most – if not all – jobs are stereotypically associated with certain 
characteristics (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity). Evidently, these stereotypical associations 
between jobs and member characteristics create several problems: Decades of research 
has pointed out that stereotypes frequently are at the origin of (unintended) discrimina-
tion and inequality in the workplace. For example, incongruencies between the female 
gender stereotype and the stereotypes we have of the ‘typical’, and particularly the ‘ideal’ 
worker (Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 2001) have been shown to 
bias performance evaluations (Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & 
Tamkins, 2004; Thomas-Hunt & Phillips, 2004), hiring and promotion decisions (Heilman, et. 
al., 2004; Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Vinkenburg, van Engen, Eagly, & Johanne-
sen-Schmidt, 2011; Vinkenburg, van Engen, Coffeng, & Dikkers, in press) and salary negoti-
ations (Babcock & Laschever, 2003; Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2005). 
A pivotal question for researchers studying stereotyping has therefore been to what 
extent and how the effects of stereotypes can be eliminated. In this respect, among others, 
the identifi cation of cognitive dual-process models (Gilbert & Malone, 1995; cf. Lieberman, 
Gaunt, Gilbert, & Trope, 2002), stereotype maintenance processes (Rudman & Fairchild, 
2004; Sherman, Stroessner, Conrey, & Azam, 2005) and of stereotype threat effects (Sch-
mader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008; Steele & Aronson, 1995) have greatly advanced our insights 
in how stereotypes are activated and in how they affect the performance of the target 
individual. However, the focus of most of this research has been limited to the cognitive, 
intrapersonal level, whereas the negative effects of stereotyping emerge particularly in 
social settings. 
Today’s most common form of organizational cooperation is teamwork (Salas, Cooke, 
& Rosen, 2008) and teams affect the activation and consequences of stereotypes in ways 
specifi c to the team context. For example, the team’s composition can infl uence the effect 
of stereotypes on team members’ performance (Sekaquaptewa & Thomson, 2003), and 
interaction between team members can affi rm member roles that are based on (gender) 
stereotypes (Chatman, Boisnier, Spataro, Anderson, & Berdahl, 2008). Team composition 
and interactions thus can trigger stereotype effects affecting individual member perfor-
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mance: Due to the ongoing presence of and interaction with other team members, cues 
for stereotype activation are potentially more persistent than in the individual case. 
Interestingly, as we outline below, we know very little with regard to how the consequen-
ces of stereotypes in the team context can be avoided. With the present research, we hope 
to contribute to combating the consequences of (gender) stereotypes in work teams by 
perusing two goals:  
First, we advance a new process model explaining how a team’s context in terms of 
its task and its composition shapes individual performance in the team beyond indivi-
dual ability. In this model, we propose that individual performance in the team for a large 
part is determined by stereotype-based attributions of status and inter-individual beha-
vior between team members. Second, we propose that instilling a pro-diversity mindset 
among team members can infl uence this process in such a way that task performance in 
gender-diverse teams is no longer based on stereotypic evaluations of others. Thus, by 
combining research from the areas of stereotype threat, status, and team diversity, we 
propose that individual task performance in a group setting is partly determined by ste-
reotypic status attributions and resulting interactions, and that this psychological process 
is malleable through diversity beliefs.
More specifi cally, we argue that group members assess each other’s relative compe-
tence when the group composition (e.g., gender diversity), the social context (e.g., task 
type) and that corresponding stereotypes enable them to do so accordingly. Based on 
status research (e.g., Ridgeway, 1991; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005), we subsequently ar-
gue that this evaluation translates into feelings of either inferiority (by group members 
who are negatively stereotyped and/or who attribute more competence to the ones they 
stereotype) or superiority (by group members who are positively stereotyped and/or who 
attribute less competence to the ones they stereotype), which will affect interpersonal 
behavior in terms of dominance, and individual performance. This cognitive-behavioral 
process of individual performance in a stereotype-prone group context is schematically 
depicted in Figure 1. Thus having pointed out how stereotyping in stereotype-viable con-
texts tends to impact performance, we subsequently discuss how diversity beliefs can al-
ter this process.  
STEREOTYPING AND PERFORMANCE
Stereotypes are cognitive structures containing knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions re-
garding a social group (Fiske & Taylor, 2008). The activation of stereotypes induces cha-
racterizations in the way the stereotype predicts. For example, when an individual feels 
vulnerable to conform to or to be judged by a negative stereotype, this experience (called 
stereotype threat, Smith, 2004) tends to induce outcomes that confi rm the stereotype, 
because the perceived threat consumes cognitive resources (Schmader et al., 2008). 





A cognitive-behavioral process model of individual performance in a stereotype-prone group 
context
Stereotype threat is activated by situational cues (Aronson et al., 1999). These can be 
very subtle - for example, by asking individuals who are about to take a test in a stereo-
typed domain (e.g., a math test with the associated stereotype that men are better at 
math than women) about their gender prior to a test. The activation of stereotype thre-
at through such subtle manipulations (for a review, see Nguyen & Ryan, 2008) has been 
found to negatively infl uence math test scores of female students in comparison with 
male students (Huguet & Regner, 2007; Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 
1999), IQ test scores of African Americans in comparison with White Americans (Steele & 
Aronson, 1995), and athletic performance of White American males in comparison with 
African American males (Stone, Lynch, Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999) 
These examples show that an essential aspect of the situational cues that lead to the 
activation of stereotype threat is the comparison with – and often even the physical pre-
sence of – a referent group that is deemed more competent at the task at hand. In our 
current understanding of how stereotype threat processes inhibit individual performance, 
the involvement of such referent groups is considered important only for the activation of 
stereotype threat. Indeed, after stereotype threat has been induced, the current theories 
and models on the relationship between stereotype threat and individual performance 
generally are limited to the cognitive, intrapersonal level (e.g., Correll, 2004; Foschi, 2000, 
2009; Heilman, 1983; Heilman et al., 2004; Schmader et al., 2008; Thomas-Hunt & Phillips, 
2004). But if the subsequent task is carried out in a group setting and the stimulus that 
induced the stereotype – e.g., the group composition by being the sole representative of 











not more likely that this stimulus continues to infl uence the interactions and behaviors of 
the group members? And is it not more likely that team members can continue to affi rm 
such stereotypes through their interaction behavior?
We propose it is. In the following, we will argue that stereotypes that are attributed to 
one or more group members not only have a cognitive impact on the stereotypee, but 
that stereotyping also leads to behavioral changes of the stereotypee as well as to behavi-
oral changes of the stereotyper(s) that maintain and reinforce the stereotypes.
Stereotypes in Groups
Several studies have investigated how contextual factors in social settings activate stereo-
types, but these have predominantly investigated cognitive and intrapersonal outcomes. 
For example, under-representation in a group can impact minorities’ motivation to achie-
ve (Murphy, Steele, & Gross, 2007) and their situational trust and comfort in colorblind 
organizations (Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). However, only 
few studies have dealt with the connection between group contexts and interpersonal 
and behavioral outcomes such as performance within the group. In one notable excep-
tion, Chatman and colleagues (2008) showed that two contextual factors of the group 
setting - the stereotypicality of the task and the team gender composition - affect indi-
vidual performance in the group above and beyond individual ability. With regard to the 
stereotypicality of the task, Chatman and colleagues argued that expectancy processes 
govern task effort and performance:  Gender serves as a cue for competence judgments 
(Eagly & Wood, 1991), and group members who are perceived as experts – regardless of 
their actual expertise – engage more in the task (Karakowsky & McBey, 2001). In replication 
of Chatman and colleagues’ fi ndings, we thus propose:
Hypothesis 1a: Controlling for individual ability, team members’ individual performance in 
a team working on a stereotypical task will depend on the members’ stereotypic gender-
task fi t in such a way that typical members perform better than atypical group members.
Furthermore, numeric representation of one’s own social group in a small group can infl u-
ence the salience of that social group’s identity and associated stereotypes (Fiske & Taylor, 
2008; Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 2002): Being outnumbered by non-stereotyped indivi-
duals in a performance situation for which a stereotype for one’s own social group exists 
can increase stereotype salience. The salience of one’s own (stereotyped) group increases 
the susceptibility for stereotype threat (Schmader et al., 2008). As an example of this effect, 
women’s performance on stereotypically male math tests was signifi cantly lower when 
they took the test in a setting in which they were the only woman among men compared 




to taking the test in a setting in which all of the test takers were women (e.g., Inzlicht & 
Ben-Zeev, 2000; Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 2002, 2003). Similarly, group members who 
are the only representative of their gender - which is assumed to increase the solo’s gen-
der salience and therefore to increase the prevalence of stereotype threat (Kanter, 1977; 
Sekaquaptewa & Thomson, 2003) - show decreased performance while controlling for in-
dividual ability if the task is atypical for their gender (e.g., math for females). If the task is 
gender typical (e.g., math for males), solo group members’ performance increases (Chat-
man et al., 2008). Thus, in replication of prior fi ndings, we assume:
Hypothesis 1b: The effect of task stereotypicality on task performance is moderated by 
team members’ numeric representation in such a way that the effect will be stronger for 
solo group members than for balanced or majority group members.
Chatman and colleagues (2008) assumed that a certain interaction process was partly res-
ponsible for these fi ndings: Group members who were the sole representative of their 
gender and whose gender matched the task stereotype received more positive deferrals 
than others in different group gender confi gurations. Chatman et al. concluded that “solo 
members’ performance was infl uenced above and beyond their actual expertise, sugges-
ting that sex-based stereotypes, rather than a person’s actual skills, contribute signifi cantly 
to their behavior in groups” (2008, p. 155). However, the authors did not fi nd that solo 
members whose sex was incongruent with the task received fewer positive deferrals than 
other group members. Therefore, Chatman et al. suggested that group processes and be-
haviors do not play a role in the negative effects of stereotypes on individual group mem-
bers. 
We disagree by forwarding the notion that group processes and behaviors do faci-
litate the effect of stereotypes on individual performance, including the negative ones. 
Other aspects of interaction and communication than positive deferrals – the only overt 
behavior coded and studies by Chatman et al. - can indicate supposed inferiority to group 
members who are confronted with a stereotype. For example, in a series of experiments 
in which participants worked on an engineering task, Logel, Walton, Spencer, Iserman, von 
Hippel and Bell (2009) showed that male engineering students behaved more dominantly 
towards female engineering students if the male students held sexist attitudes. In turn, be-
havior infl uenced performance: Women who interacted with sexist men performed worse 
than women who interacted with men who did not hold sexist attitudes. Stereotypes thus 
infl uenced the behavior of the stereotypers (cf. von Hippel, Wiryakusuma, Bowden, & Sho-
chet, 2011), which subsequently impacted the performance of the stereotypees.
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A PROCESS MODEL OF STEREOTYPE PROPAGATION IN GROUPS
We assert that status perceptions and communication behavior mediate the effects of 
stereotyping on individual performance within groups. The starting point of this assertion 
is the proposition that group members tend to evaluate each other and themselves ac-
cording to the stereotypes related to the situation they are in. In line with this proposition, 
status hierarchy theory posits that when different people work together, they immedi-
ately tend to create a status hierarchy that delineates who in the group is higher status 
and who in the group is lower status (Gould, 2002; Ridgeway & Correll, 2004; Wittenbaum, 
1998). This evaluation of the relative statuses of the different group members tends to be 
based on (stereotypical) beliefs and associations between the characteristics of people 
and their assumed (cognitive) resources (Berger, Wagner, & Zelditch, 1985; DiTomaso et 
al., 2007; Ridgeway, 1991). For example, given that men stereotypically are expected to 
perform better on math tasks than women (e.g., Ma, 1999; Stipek & Gralinski, 1991), in a 
context where men and women have to perform together on a math task, male group 
members are expected to have a higher relative status than female group members.
Importantly, in line with research on self-stereotyping (e.g., Guimond, Chatard, Mar-
tinot, Crisp, & Redersdorff, 2006; Sinclair, Hardin, & Lowery, 2006) we argue that all group 
members contribute to this evaluation process. Consequently, we may expect that not 
only higher status (or majority) group members stereotype lower status (or minority) 
group members, but that lower status group members too assign a higher status to the 
other group members and, hence, assign a lower status to themselves. Indeed, social cate-
gorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, & Wetherell, 1987) posits that individuals catego-
rize themselves through social comparison with others. These comparisons are based on 
the salience of social categories, and the principle of comparative fi t holds that salience 
increases when there is a referent category (or group) present (Oakes, Turner, & Haslam, 
1991). In diverse groups where different characteristics (e.g., male, female) are associated 
with different (cognitive) resources or skills that are relevant to the task at hand, the mere 
presence of a referent group member thus renders stereotypes more salient and, as a con-
sequence, leads to evaluations about each other’s (and one’s own) relative statuses based 
on those stereotypical associations. We thus propose:
Hypothesis 2a: Team members whose gender matches the gender-typicality of the task are 
perceived as having higher status than atypical group members.
Since being the sole representative of a certain category (e.g., male, female) increases ca-
tegory salience (Chatman et al., 2008; Huguet & Regner, 2007; Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 
2003; cf. Kanter, 1977), this effect is expected to be stronger in contexts with a solo repre-




sentative of his or her gender, i.e. when there is only one male or one female in a gender 
diverse work group. Consequently, we assume:
Hypothesis 2b: The perceptions of status as proposed in Hypothesis 2a are heightened for 
solo group members, i.e., typical solo members receive higher status attributions than ty-
pical non-solo members and atypical solo members receive lower status attributions than 
atypical non-solo members.
Stereotypes, Status, and Interpersonal Dominance
Stereotype content research has shown that a major dimension on which stereotypes 
are captured is competence (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Congruent with this line of 
thinking, Hypothesis 2 essentially asserts that in evaluating each others’ relative status, 
group members use stereotypes to estimate the extent to which they expect other group 
members to be competent at the task at hand (cf. Ridgeway, 1987). In arguing that group 
communication behavior mediates the effects of stereotyping on individual performance 
within groups, we posit that group members convey the stereotypical expectations re-
garding each others’ competence by behaving in a way that is congruent with their own 
relative status. In other words, we assert that categorizations into low status (i.e., less com-
petent) and high status (i.e., more competent) induce status-affi rming behavior from both 
high-status and low-status group members.
As mentioned above, stereotype threat theory asserts that in situations where nega-
tive stereotypes are salient, low-status group members fear being judged and experience 
more negative thoughts and emotions (Schmader et al., 2008). Likewise, self-stereotyping 
theory asserts that in the presence of a more highly esteemed referent group, low-status 
group members will downgrade their own skills and abilities (Guimond et al., 2006; Sinclair 
et al., 2006). We believe that such feelings of inferiority and incompetence result in corres-
ponding interpersonal communication behavior on the dominant-submissive dimension, 
which is one of the two main dimensions of the interpersonal circumplex (Costa, Terracci-
ano, & McCrae, 2001; Wiggins, 1979): Low-status group members become more submissive 
and inhibited to speak their minds, whereas high-status group members behave more 
dominant1 because they are perceived as (more) competent by fellow group members 
and by themselves. Supporting this assumption, Bosson, Haymovitz and Pinel (2004) sho-
wed that a stereotype threat prime that made sexual orientation and the potential stereo-
types about homosexuals’ negative infl uence on children salient, led to a more anxious 
and submissive interpersonal behavior among gay college students interacting with small 
children. These fi ndings demonstrate that stereotypes can affect interpersonal nonverbal 
communication behaviors on the dominance-submissiveness continuum in a stereotype-
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confi rming fashion: Low-status group members become more submissive, whereas high-
status group members become more dominant. 
Accordingly, we propose that similar stereotype-confi rming behaviors result from 
stereotype-based status attributions. Support for this assertion is found in research on 
information sharing. In their review, Wittenbaum and Bowman (2005) argue that being 
high- or low-status moderates the extent to which group members discuss information 
with each other and how they communicate with each other: Whereas low-status group 
members tend to be more compliant and discuss more shared information, high-status 
group members tend to be more critical towards information that is shared by others 
and more frequently challenge assumptions that are held by fellow group members (cf. 
Driskell & Mullen, 2006; Jetten, Hornsey, & Adarves-Yorno, 2006; Ridgeway, 2003). Moreover, 
when high-status group members provide unique information it is remembered better 
and valued more than when unique information is shared by low-status group members 
(cf. Stewart & Stasser, 1995; Wittenbaum, 2000; cf. Chatman et al., 2008). We thus propose:
Hypothesis 3: The more status attributions a team member receives, the more dominant he 
or she will behave towards the other team members. 
The immanent question that follows is to what extent the stereotype-confi rming beha-
vior is valid. Simply put, are high-status persons more competent than low-status group 
members? 
That high-status group members tend to show more dominant behavior can yield ei-
ther one of two mutually exclusive implications: Either high-status group members incor-
rectly feel more competent and falsely aim to convey the message that they actually are 
competent, or – in case they indeed are more competent - they feel enabled to show and 
assert their competence more. It is hard to predict which implication is more likely to be 
accurate. However, the principle of stereotype lift (performance increases in the presence 
of a supposedly inferior outgroup, see Walton & Cohen, 2003) suggests that the mere fact 
that high-status group members are considered both by themselves and by their fellow 
group members as more competent may actually boost their performance and, hence, 
render them more competent. In addition, high-status group members may engage less 
in social loafi ng and work harder because of their exemplary position (Chatman et al., 
2008). For low-status group members, their reservation towards speaking up renders it 
likely that when they voice their opinion and show dominant behavior, they must really 
feel competent to perform well at the task at hand (cf. Hornsey, Majkut, Terry, & McKimmie, 
2003; Matthes, Morrison, & Schemer, 2010). 
We therefore argue that the privileged position of high-status group members sti-




mulates their confi dence, which leads to more dominant behavior, less social loafi ng, and 
to better task performance. In contrast, the negative stereotypes cause low-status group 
members to feel less self-assured and competent in comparison to the referent group, 
which renders them to show dominant behavior only if they expect to perform well. Both 
for high- and low-status group members dominant communication behavior thus is ex-
pected to indicate improved performance, and because high-status group members are 
expected to exert more dominant behavior, performance will be higher for high-status 
group members. We thus predict, controlling for individual ability:
Hypothesis 4: The more dominant a team member behaves, the higher his or her individual 
performance in the team.
At this point, we have proposed a psychological-behavioral process through which task 
typicality and numeric status affect individual performance in a team setting, namely by 
a distal mediation through stereotypic competence attributions and interpersonal domi-
nance. The benefi t of this process lies in its potential malleability: In the following section, 
we propose that instilling pro-diversity beliefs among team members can block this pa-
thway of stereotype propagation within teams.
Diversity Beliefs
Because stereotypes constitute beliefs and assumptions regarding particular groups in a 
given context (Fiske & Taylor, 2008), we posit that a key resolution to eliminating the ef-
fects of stereotyping in groups is to motivate people not to act on their stereotypes. This 
can be done by providing individuals with information that the presence of individuals 
from the stereotyped group can bring about positive outcomes. For example, research on 
diversity, which can be defi ned as “differences between individuals on any attribute that 
may lead to the perception that another person is different from self” (van Knippenberg, 
De Dreu, & Homan, 2004, p. 1008), has shown that diversity often is perceived and evalua-
ted as something negative (e.g., Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998; Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 
2002). However, the actual impact of diversity on group performance is contingent on the 
group’s diversity beliefs (Homan et al., 2007): Diverse groups whose members believe in 
the value of diversity perform signifi cantly better than diverse groups whose members 
believe in the value of similarity. Diversity beliefs here refer to ”beliefs about the value of 
diversity to work group functioning” (van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 2007, p. 209) 
and can be seen as the cognitive component of reactions and attitudes towards diversity 
(Hostager & De Meuse, 2002).
Likewise, we assert that instilling pro-diversity beliefs may eradicate stereotype threat 
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effects in diverse groups where stereotypes are salient: The Categorization-Elaboration 
Model (van Knippenberg et al., 2004) posits that perceptions of differences only lead to 
evaluative reactions if they have a negative connotation. Pro-diversity beliefs remove the 
negative connotation of perceived differences and prevent negative cognitive reactions 
to diversity (van Dick et al., 2008). Consequently, we believe that pro-diversity beliefs can 
buffer against the behavioral consequences of perceiving differences and the according 
status attributions: By making group members believe that diversity – and hence the com-
bination of low- and high-status group members – enhances positive group process and 
group outcomes, group members may be more open to the ideas and suggestions of 
group members irrespective of their status and, consequently, of their gender. We thus 
propose that individuals with pro-diversity beliefs are less likely to act on these percep-
tions, thereby proposing a new psychological process that can explain benefi cial outco-
mes of pro-diversity beliefs for interpersonal behavior and individual performance. This 
reasoning is backed by fi ndings from the relational demography literature showing that 
the effects of group composition are contingent on the legitimacy of the status that is as-
cribed to group members (Chattopadyhay, Tluchowska, & George, 2004). We propose that 
pro-diversity beliefs will be associated with attributing less legitimacy to status percepti-
ons that are based on gender stereotypes. In other words, we assert that in making group 
members believe that group members who may be perceived as being of low-status too 
can provide valuable input for the group task, because it is not legitimate to treat them as 
being low-status. 
In addition, the pro-diversity beliefs may also cause low-status group members to feel 
less anxious and hence more self-confi dent and empowered to voice their opinion. We 
base this argument on fi ndings demonstrating that members of ethnic minorities in work-
place contexts experience distrust if they perceive that the organization does not value 
diversity (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). We therefore argue that the extent of interactional 
validation of stereotypes is moderated by the attitudes that group members hold towards 
each other. This leads to the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5:  The relationship between group members’ status and their dominance is 
moderated by diversity beliefs in such a way that high-status group members behave 
more dominantly and low-status group members behave less dominantly in pro-similarity 
groups but not in pro-diversity groups.
As a logical consequence, Hypothesis 5 qualifi es the interaction of task typicality and nu-
meric status on team performance that we proposed in Hypothesis 1b, because Hypo-
thesis 5 affects the proposed underlying process. Hence, diversity beliefs must qualify the 
proposed effect on performance. 




We believe that this assumption is further justifi ed by a potential direct effect of di-
versity beliefs on individual performance in teams: Because pro-diversity beliefs stimulate 
group members to look beyond categorical attributions and to have more consideration 
for individuating information, it may be that group processes (e.g., stereotyping) have a 
reduced impact on individual performance. Indeed, the increased attention for individu-
ating information may make gender less salient, which in turn can attenuate the effects 
of gender diversity in teams (Chattopadyhay, George, & Shulman, 2008). On the positive 
side, this entails that stereotype threat processes that cause reduced performance may be 
eliminated: Schmader et al. (2008) argue in their model of stereotype threat that salient, 
negative stereotypes have a detrimental effect on performance due to an increased cog-
nitive load that involves ideas and feelings of insecurity and incompetence. Pro-diversity 
beliefs may reduce this cognitive load by making atypical group members believe that 
their opinion and involvement matters, thus making them feel more secure, competent, 
and able to perform well. On the other hand, the increased attention for individuating 
information may also reduce stereotype-lift effects because the individuals engaged in 
a gender-typical task may have a reduced sense of being the expert. We therefore hypo-
thesize: 
Hypothesis 6: Diversity beliefs moderate the relationship between task typicality and nu-
meric representation on one side and individual group member performance on the other 
in such a way that performance differences between typical and atypical group members 
will be larger under a pro-similarity condition as compared to a pro-diversity condition and 
that this effect will be more pronounced for solo group members. 
The full research model integrating all hypotheses is shown in Figure 3 (see page 94). We 
tested it employing a fully factorial multilevel laboratory experiment with behavioral co-
ding as we outline in the following section.
METHOD
Sample
388 (186 men, 202 women) participants were randomly assigned to 97 groups of four in 
a 2 (gender stereotypicality of the task: typical vs. atypical) x3 (group members x numeric 
representation: solo, balanced, majority) ´ 2 (pro-diversity beliefs vs. pro-similarity beliefs) 
factorial design. Participants represented a random sample from a database of 5500 indi-
viduals who had indicated their willingness to participate in psychological experiments 
at the local (German-speaking) university for payment. Mean age of the participants, who 
were mostly students from different fi elds of study and from different universities, was 
26.88 years, SD = 7.94.
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There were 28 groups with one woman and three men, 33 groups with two women 
and two men, and 36 groups with one man and three women. Forty-nine groups were 
assigned to the pro-diversity condition and 48 to the pro similarity condition. Forty-nine 
groups worked on Emotional Intelligence (EI) problems, and 48 worked on math problems. 
The manipulation of task stereotypicality and numeric representation occurred on the 
individual level, while the manipulation of diversity beliefs occurred on the group level.  On 
the individual level, women who worked on EI problems and men who worked on math 
problems were classifi ed as working on gender-typical tasks, the other participants were 
classifi ed as working on gender-atypical tasks (see below for a pretest supporting this 
classifi cation). We employed math problems from the Graduate Management Aptitude 
Test (GMAT, e.g., Hecht & Schaeder, 1986) that we translated into German as stereotypically 
male problems, because these are usually perceived as male tasks (e.g., Huguet & Regner, 
2007; Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000). For stereotypically female problems, we employed items 
from tests of Emotional Intelligence (EI), because there is a stereotype pertaining to the 
higher emotional competence of women (Plant, Hyde, Keltner, & Devine, 2000). German EI 
items were created based on items from self-scoring EI tests (Daniel, 2000) and the MSCEIT 
(Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003).2 
Thus, groups always contained typical and atypical group members. From the indivi-
dual participant’s point of view, his or her numeric representation was classifi ed as a solo 
member if he or she was the sole representative of the respective gender in the group. The 
other three members of the opposite gender were classifi ed as belonging to the majority. 
If there were two representatives of each gender in a team, their numeric representation 
was classifi ed as balanced. The design on the individual level is represented in Table 1. 
Diversity beliefs, as outlined below in further detail, were manipulated on the team le-
vel by informing all members of a given experimental group about the supposed benefi ts 
of either team homogeneity or team heterogeneity. 
TABLE 1
Experimental design on the individual level (N = 388). Participants were nested in 97 four-per-
son teams.
Pro-Diversity Beliefs Pro-Similarity Beliefs
Task-Gender Typicality Task-Gender Typicality
Numeric 
Representation
Typical Atypical Typical Atypical
Solo 17 16 16 15
Balanced 39 39 41 41
Majority 41 44 38 41





To establish the validity of the task-gender stereotype, we conducted a pre-test with a dif-
ferent sample: We contacted students and junior faculty members of the university where 
the study took place via e-mail and mailing lists and asked them to participate in a brief 
online study. Participants were randomly assigned to work on either ten math items or 
on ten EI items. Of the 107 participants who completed the study, 73 were female. The 
average age of participants was 27.70 years, SD = 9.46. Forty-four participants completed 
the math items and 63 completed the EI items. Afterwards, participants assessed how well 
men in general would perform in this particular type of task and how well women in ge-
neral would perform on this particular type of task. The scale for these performance ap-
praisals ranged from 1 (very poorly) to 5 (very well). 
To test whether participants perceived the tasks as gender-typical, we submitted the 
performance appraisal for men in general and the performance appraisal for women in 
general to a mixed within-and-between ANOVA that included task type and participant 
gender as between-participant factors. It revealed the expected performance appraisal 
x task type interaction, F(1,102) = 42.92, p < .001, h2 = 0.29: On average, men in general 
received a performance appraisal of 3.67 (SD = 0.61) for the math task and an average ap-
praisal of 3.00 (SD = 0.70) for the emotional intelligence task. Women in general received 
an average performance appraisal of 3.05 (SD = 0.65) for the math task and an average 
performance appraisal of 3.68 (SD = 0.59) for the EI task. In summary, regardless of their 
own gender, participants expected a higher performance from women in emotional tasks 
than in math tasks, while for men this pattern was reversed. This pattern was refl ected in 
the participants’ performance: A 2 (gender: male, female) x2 (task type: math, EI) ANOVA 
with the Z-transformed performance3 as dependent variable revealed a signifi cant inter-
action, F(1,102) = 7.16, p < .01, h2 = 0.06, and no signifi cant main effects (both Fs < 1.1): In 
math tasks, men scored higher (M = 0.21, SD = 1.04) than women (M = -0.12, SD = 0.97). In 
EI tasks, this pattern was reversed with women scoring higher (M = 0.22, SD = 0.74) than 
men (M = -0.54, SD = 1.33). 
Taken together, we classifi ed men in groups working on the math items and women wor-
king on the EI items as working on a gender-typical task, whereas men working on EI items 
and women working on the math items were classifi ed as working on a gender-atypical 
task3. 
Procedure 
Upon arrival at the lab, group members fi rst individually worked on items of the same 
type as in the upcoming group task, which enabled us to control for individual ability in 
the analyses. Subsequently, the participants were seated together and asked to estimate 
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each others’ task competence. Afterwards, the group worked together on a single booklet 
containing further items of the same task type for 30 minutes. The group’s interaction was 
recorded on video with three cameras from different angles that enabled us to hear and 
see on video verbal and non-verbal communication and to whom the communication 
was directed.
Prior to the group task but after the competence attributions, participants received a 
leafl et with information about the purpose of the study. This material was employed to 
manipulate participants’ diversity beliefs (see Homan et al., 2007, for a similar manipula-
tion). In the pro-similarity condition, the text informed participants that prior research had 
shown that gender-homogeneous groups tend to perform better on the task at hand, 
and that members of gender-homogeneous groups fi nd working with each other on such 
tasks more enjoyable than members of gender-homogeneous teams. In the pro-diversi-
ty condition, participants were told the same with reference to gender-heterogeneous 
groups. The texts for both conditions referenced studies that supposedly reported the 
described fi ndings. 
Participants subsequently worked on a booklet containing the items for the group 
task. All participants also received a booklet with the items for ease of reading, but only 
the central booklet contained answer choices that had to be fi lled out by the team. Team 
members were instructed to work together as a group and discuss the potential answers 
for all items. 
After the group fi nished working on the task together, participants individually fi lled 
out a questionnaire containing demographic questions and the manipulation check, were 




Prior to working on the group task, participants had ten minutes to work individually on 
a booklet that contained items that were of the same type as the items in the upcoming 
group task. In the math task condition, this booklet contained 22 math task items of va-
rying diffi culty. In the emotional intelligence condition, the booklet contained 22 EI items. 
Math items were scored according to the respective instructions and EI items were scored 
with the consensus method4. Participants’ summed scores were subsequently Z-transfor-
med. 
Attributed Status
After participants had worked on the individual pre-test, they rated the competence of 




each of their fellow group members with reference to the task at hand on a visual analo-
gue scale ranging from 0 to 100. For each participant, we averaged the three votes that she 
or he received from the other group members into one score of attributed competence. 
This aggregation was justifi ed as indicated by the two-way ICC(1) of .40, F(380, 760) = 3.03, 
p < .001, 95% CI: .34; 47, and by the two-way ICC(3) of .67 (95% CI: .61; 72) with, in this case, 
the latter being equivalent to a Cronbach’s alpha across the three raters.
Dominance
Group members’ dominance in their verbal and non-verbal communication behavior was 
coded by four independent coders with the Discussion Coding System (DCS) (Schermuly 
& Scholl, 2011; 2012). For each speech act, the DCS captures its accompanying interperso-
nal affect in terms of affi liation and dominance, its function, and its responses. It is adap-
ted to the sequential, vertical, and reciprocal nature of interaction and is thus suitable for 
capturing group processes. The DCS unitizes the group interaction into individual speech 
acts. Speech acts can be classifi ed as belonging to certain categories (Bales, 1950). In the 
case of the DCS, a speech act refers to a sentence-like unit that can be attributed to one of 
the following three main categories: social-emotional statement (differentiated as positive or 
negative), statement with regard to the content of the task, or regulatory statement. For each 
of these three main categories, the two minor categories proposal and question can be coded.
The unitization of the speech acts is based on a set of hierarchic rules (Schermuly & 
Scholl, 2011; 2012). Coders code a new act if (a) the speaker changes, (b) the speaker starts 
to address a different person, (c) the speaker changes from one main category to another 
(e.g., speaker starts with a regulation and then switches to a socio-emotional statement), 
(d) the speaker states a new minor category, (e) the speaker speaks for more than 30 se-
conds, or if (f ) the speaker stays in the same functional domain but the main argument 
explicitly changes. Two independent coders were trained on these rules and subsequently 
coded two randomly chosen discussions each. Across these, 509 speech acts were identi-
fi ed by at least one of the two coders. 95.08 % of these speech acts were identifi ed by both 
coders in the same manner. Hence, we judged the unitization to be reliable. The remaining 
discussions were subsequently sequenced into speech acts by these two coders. The se-
quenced discussions were then supplied to a second coding procedure, during which the 
functions of the speech acts were categorized into major and minor categories as descri-
bed above by a different group of two coders who were blind to experimental conditions 
and who had considerable experience with the DCS from another study. In this way, the 
same speech act could receive two different ratings from two different coders in the se-
cond procedure, but coders could not disagree on the unitization of speech acts.
To obtain a measure for the dominance of verbal and non-verbal communication, the 
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coders coded the dominance expressed by the speaker of each speech act on a scale from 
1 (very submissive) to 3 (neutral) to 5 (very dominant) as described by the DCS manual that 
contains a set of behavioral markers of submissiveness and dominance that coders use for 
their decision. Behavioral markers span several domains: Facial expression and glance (e.g., 
avoiding others’ gaze as a sign of submissiveness), body posture and gestures (e.g., postu-
ral expansion as a marker for dominance), paralanguage (e.g., speaking quietly as a sign of 
submissiveness), and specifi c behaviors (e.g., interrupting someone as a marker for domi-
nance). Five videos comprising 714 speech acts in total were chosen randomly and coded 
twice by the two coders. Inter-rater reliability turned out to be acceptable, ICC(1) = .65. 
Note that high levels of the ICC(1) require both inter-rater agreement and variance of the 
codes (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). The coders agreed perfectly in 88.8% of the 714 speech 
acts that were coded several times. In 10.5% of the cases, the coders differed by only one 
scale point. Thus, in 99% of the cases, coders had complete or close agreement. However, 
80% of the acts were coded as neutral, which reduced the variance and hence the ICC(1). 
For each participant, the dominance ratings associated with all of her or his speech acts 
were averaged into one measure of behavioral dominance. Due to technical issues with 
the video recording, videos could not be coded for two male participants who were omit-
ted in the analyses. The dominance measure ranged from 2.00 to 3.66 (M = 2.93, SD = 0.27).
Individual Performance in the Group
Individual performance in the group in the math task was assessed through observati-
onal coding in the same way as done by Chatman et al. (2008): Two independent coders 
(different from the ones doing the DCS coding) scored (a) the correct answer to the ques-
tion and (b) the answer the group reported on their answering form. Regardless of the 
number of times a participant mentioned the correct or reported answer, each partici-
pant received a maximum of one point per response type per problem completed by the 
group. Coders were instructed “to count an answer only if the participants actually stated 
an answer choice (A, B, C, D, or E) of their own accord” (p. 149). These observed answer 
choices were subsequently scored, and the individual score was Z-transformed. In a si-
milar fashion, coders noted the stated answer choice of participants who worked on the 
EI items, assigned the respective score to these choices, and Z-transformed them. Coders 
had a high agreement (Cohen’s k for the math task = 0.96, Cohen’s k for the EI task = 0.87). 
The Z-transformed scores from participants that worked on the math tasks and the sco-
res from the participants that worked on the EI task were subsequently combined into 
one variable representing individual performance. It ranged from -2.31 to 2.92. Due to the 
above-mentioned technical problem with the videos, this measure was not available for 
two participants, who were omitted from the analyses.





To check the success of the manipulation of diversity beliefs, we included four items in 
the post-task questionnaire: “Groups with members who are different from each other 
achieve higher performance than groups with members that are similar to each other”, 
“Groups with members who are different from each other experience more pleasant coo-
peration than gender-homogeneous groups”, “Groups with members from different gen-
ders achieve higher performance than gender-homogeneous groups”, and “Groups with 
members from different genders experience more pleasant cooperation than gender-
homogeneous groups”. These items were presented with scales ranging from 1 (I strongly 
disagree) to 7 (I strongly agree).
RESULTS
Level Issues and Analytical Strategy
Participants were nested in groups and diversity beliefs were manipulated on the group 
level, while task typicality and numeric representation were manipulated on the individual 
level. To account for the resulting differences in degrees of freedom between manipulati-
ons on the individual and team level, we employed multilevel analyses where appropriate 
in hypothesis testing (Gelman & Hill, 2006).  We also investigated whether dependent and 
moderating variables were nonindependent, i.e., whether group membership explained 
signifi cant levels of their variance (Bliese, 2000). Measures of individual performance in 
the groups were independent of each other, ICC(1) < .05, F(96, 291) < 1. Attributed status 
was nonindependent, ICC(1) = .24, F(96,291) = 2.26, p < .001, ICC(2) = .56, as was behavioral 
dominance, ICC(1) = .24, F(96,291) = 2.28, p < .001, ICC(2) = .56. 
Further examinations of the distributions of the dependent and mediating variables 
identifi ed two extreme outliers who deviated more than three standard deviations from 
the mean in the individual performance variable. Due to their extreme infl uence on the 
analyses, these two participants (two men, one a typical solo in the pro-diversity condition 
and the other one a typical balanced member in the pro-similarity condition) were remo-
ved from the analyses.  
Manipulation Checks
In the pro-diversity condition, participants evaluated general team diversity as better for 
team performance (M = 5.34, SD = 1.24) and as more pleasant (M = 4.77, SD = 1.39) than in 
the pro similarity condition (M = 3.55, SD = 1.62, and M = 2.91, SD = 1.26, respectively, t(386) 
= 12.23, p < .001, d = 1.24, and t(386) = 13.84, p < .001, d = 1.41). Likewise, participants in the 
pro-diversity condition evaluated gender diversity as better for performance (M  = 5.62, SD 
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= 1.24) and as more pleasant (M = 5.35, SD = 1.38) than in the pro-similarity condition (M = 
3.52, SD = 1.66, and M = 3.67, SD = 1.59, t(386) = 14.10, p < .001, d = 1.43, and t(386) = 11.10, 
p < .001, d = 1.13). We thus deemed the manipulation a success. 
The Effect of Task Typicality and Group Gender Composition on Individual Performance
Hypothesis 1a predicted that the gender-typicality of a task predicts individual perfor-
mance in the team setting above and beyond individual task ability. Due to the fact that all 
independent and dependent variables pertaining to this hypothesis were independently 
distributed individual-level variables, we tested it with an according ANCOVA. Apart from 
a large and signifi cant infl uence of individual ability, F(1, 383) = 30.42, p < .001, ç = 0.27, 
the task’s gender typicality did indeed predict individual team performance to a small but 
signifi cant extent, F(1,383) = 3.93, p < .05, ç = .10. Hypothesis 1a was thus supported by the 
data, and the model accounted for 8.2% of the total variance of individual performance.
To test whether this effect was qualifi ed by the composition of the group in such a 
way that the differences between typical and atypical group members are especially pro-
nounced for solo representatives of their gender (Hypothesis 1b), we added participants’ 
numeric representation and its interaction with task typicality to the ANCOVA. Apart from 
the main effect of individual ability, F(1,379) = 31.60, p < .001, ç =.27, it revealed a sig-
nifi cant interaction of task typicality ´ numeric representation on individual performance, 
F(2,379) = 5.75, p < .01, ç =  .16. The model including the interaction explained 12.6% of 
the total variance of individual performance, and the increase in variance explanation was 
signifi cant, p < .001. The plot of the interaction (see Figure 2) and according post-hoc tests 
with covariate averaging and Bonferroni correction revealed a signifi cant difference be-
tween typical and atypical group members in the solo condition, mean difference = 0.78, 
SE = 0.19, t = 4.05, p < .001, and in the balanced condition, mean difference = 0.49, SE = 
0.15, t = 3.38, p < .05, but not in the majority condition. Hypothesis 1b was thus supported 
by the data.
Now that we have shown that the context - in terms of the task’s gender typicality and 
of the team’s gender composition - affects individual performance in the group above and 
beyond individual ability, we proceed with testing the proposed underlying psychological 
process: That the context gives rise to stereotypical status attributions which, under the 
condition of pro-similarity beliefs, leads to interpersonal dominance, and that the latter 
affect individual performance.
The Mediation of Task Typicality and Group Gender Composition on Individual Per-
formance through Status Attributions and Dominance
Taken together, Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 predict that the effect of the task gender-fi t and 
of the team’s gender composition on individual team performance is distally mediated 
by the competence attributions that team members receive and the subsequent inter-




personal dominance. To test the distal mediation, we conducted a multilevel mediation 
analysis (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010) by specifying an according multilevel path 
model with MPlus Version 6.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010), see the top pane of Figure 3. It 
contained individual performance as an individual-level outcome with a fi xed intercept. 
Gender task typicality, numeric representation, and their interaction were entered as in-
dividual-level categorical predictors that predicted the outcome, individual performance, 
and both mediators, attributed status and interpersonal dominance. The mediators were 
included as individual-level variables with a random intercept that was allowed to vary 
between teams. In accordance with Muthen and Muthen (2010b), the random intercepts 
are denoted by the black dots in the Figure. The slopes were not allowed to vary, because 
a multilevel regressions that regressed the mediators on their predictors showed that a 
random intercept model fi tted better than an ordinary least-squares model, Δχ(1) = 42.05, 
p < .001, but a random intercept and slope model with random slopes for numeric repre-
sentation, task gender typicality, and their interaction did not fi t better than the random-
intercept model,  Δχ(9) = 10.30, p > .05 (see Bliese, 2002, for this strategy of testing models 
with an increasing number of random effects for model selection). In the multilevel me-
diation path model, we also controlled for the infl uence of individual ability on all me-
diating and dependent variables. The indirect path from the independent variables task 







bc accordingly (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007) and their signifi cance was determined 
via the confi dence intervals of the MLR-based parameter estimates that MPlus employs 
for models with categorical variables (Muthen & Muthen, 2010a). 
FIGURE 2






























































Multilevel path model (N = 388) of the proposed distal mediation of task typicality and nu-
meric representation on individual performance via attributed competence and dominance 
while controlling for individual ability (not shown). As diversity beliefs are hypothesized to mo-
derate the process, the model is calculated for both levels of the moderator seperately.
Note. † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 




Hypothesis 5 predicted that the relationship between interpersonal dominance and 
attributed status is contingent on team members’ diversity beliefs, i.e., that the proposed 
distal mediation is moderated by diversity beliefs. Testing a moderated mediation with 
such a categorical moderator requires an estimation of the proposed indirect effect under 
the different levels of the moderator (Preacher et al., 2007). Therefore, we tested the path 
model and the signifi cance of the indirect effects separately for those groups in the pro-
similarity condition (see the upper pane of Figure 3) and for those in the pro-diversity be-
liefs condition (see the lower pane of Figure 3). Because the statistical power for detecting 
moderator effects in (distal) mediations is low (McClelland & Judd, 1993), we relaxed sig-
nifi cance levels to p < .10 for the moderated indirect effect (cf. Gebert & Kearney, 2009; 
Harrison et al., 1998).
In support of Hypothesis 2a, the signifi cant path a
1
 under both conditions of diversity 
beliefs shows that task typicality infl uenced competence attributions: On average, parti-
cipants whose gender fi tted to the stereotypic gender of the task received higher status 
attributions than participants whose gender did not fi t to the task stereotype. This relati-
onship was however not moderated by participants’ numeric representation, as visible by 
the insignifi cant paths a
3
. Hypothesis 2b was thus rejected. 
Hypothesis 3 assumed a positive relationship between attributed competence and 
behavioral dominance. As the two path models in Figure 3 were inconclusive with regard 
to a main effect because they showed different effects under the different levels of the 
moderator, we computed a random-intercept multilevel model regressing dominance on 
attributed competence, task typicality, numeric representation, and their interaction while 
controlling for individual ability (an according random intercept and slope model did 
not converge) with the nlme package (Pinheiro, Bates, DebRoy, Sarkar, & the R Core Team, 
2011) of the open-source statistical environment R (R Development Core Team, 2012), see 
Table 2. It revealed a positive non-standardized association between attributed compe-
tence and interpersonal dominance of 0.003, SE = 0.001, p = .066. As the association was in 
the direction postulated by the hypothesis, we interpret the one-tailed signifi cance of p = 
.033 as supporting Hypothesis 3. 
Hypothesis 4 predicted that interpersonal dominance is positively associated with in-
dividual performance in the team. As visible in Figure 3, this relationship turned out to be 
signifi cant under both the pro-diversity and the pro-similarity condition, supporting the 
hypothesis.
With regard to the malleability of the process, Hypothesis 5 assumed that the relati-
onship between attributed competence and interpersonal dominance is moderated by 
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diversity beliefs in such a way that pro-diversity beliefs will decrease the strength of the 
association. In support of the hypothesis, this relationship was signifi cant in teams in the 
pro-similarity experimental condition, b = 0.006, SE = 0.001, p < .01, but not in the pro-
diversity beliefs condition, b < 0.001, SE = 0.002, p > .10. Accordingly, the total indirect ef-
fect of task typicality on individual performance via attributed status and dominance was 
signifi cant in the pro-similarity condition a
1
bc = 0.003, SE = 0.001, p < .10, but not in the 
pro-diversity beliefs condition, a
1
bc = -0.003, SE = 0.02, p > .10. 
Finally, based on the process considerations inherent to the previous hypotheses, Hy-
pothesis 6 assumed a three-way interaction of task typicality, numeric representation, and 
diversity beliefs on individual performance. To test it while accounting for the different 
levels of the independent interacting variables (with task typicality and numeric repre-
sentation on the individual level and diversity beliefs on the group level), we constructed 
an according multilevel model. As visible in Table 2, the cross-level three-way interaction 
between task typicality, numeric representation, and diversity beliefs turned out to be sig-
nifi cant. 
To interpret it, we plotted it with the multilevel interaction tool provided by Preacher 
et al. (2007), compare Figure 4. In full support of Hypothesis 6, the difference between 
typical and atypical solo team members was most pronounced under pro-similarity be-
liefs, and performance declined to the strongest extent from being a typical solo group 
member to being a typical majority group member. Accordingly, the simple slope test 
for multilevel interactions (Preacher et al., 2007) revealed that the relationship between 
numeric representation and performance was only signifi cant for typical team members 
in the pro-similarity condition, simple slope = -0.46, SE = 0.12, t = -3.77, p < 0.01.  All other 
slopes were not signifi cant, all ts < 1.21. In other words, there was no relationship between 
the group composition and task typicality on one side and individual performance on the 
other if team members held pro-similarity beliefs. 





Multilevel models for testing the infl uence of attributed status on dominance (Hypotheses 3) 
and for testing the infl uence of task typicality, numeric representation, and diversity beliefs on 
individual performance (Hypothesis 6).










Independent Variables γ (SE) γ (SE) γ (SE) γ (SE)
Within-group variables
(Intercept) 2.88 (0.02) 2.72 (0.08) -0.02 (0.04) 0.07 (0.05)
Individual ability 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.25 (0.05)*** 0.25 (0.05)***
Attributed competence 0.003 (0.001)†
Task typicality (TT) -0.03 (0.01)† 0.13 (0.05)*
Numeric representation 
(NR)
-0.01 (0.02) -0.11 (0.06)†
  TT × NR -0.04 (0.02) -0.17 (0.07)*
  TT × DB 0.01 (0.05)
Between-group variables
Diversity beliefs (DB) 0.05 (0.05)
Cross-level interactions
DB × NR 0.04 (0.06)
TT × NR × DB 0.14 (0.06)*
-2 logLikelihood 125.85 117.57 1034.20 1014.00
AIC 133.85 133.57 1042.20 1036.00
BIC 149.67 165.22 1058.01 1079.48
σb² 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
σb² 0.07 0.07 0.86 0.81
Nagelkerke pseudo-R² 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.12




Multilevel interaction plot (Preacher et al., 2007) of individual performance in the group as a 
























































































































In replication of prior fi ndings (Chatman et al., 2008), group members’ stereotypic gen-
der-task fi t infl uenced their performance beyond their individual ability: Under control 
of individual ability, typical members performed signifi cantly higher than atypical group 
members. This effect was more pronounced for solo group members and was not signi-
fi cant for majority group members. Extending prior fi ndings and in partial support of the 
proposed process model, the effect of gender task typicality on performance was distally 
mediated through competence attributions and the resulting interpersonal dominance. 
Typical group members received higher status attributions, and individuals with higher 
status attributions exhibited higher levels of interpersonal dominance, which predicted 
their individual performance. This mediation did however not hold for the effect of task 
typicality and its interaction with numeric representation. In further support of the hypo-
theses, the mediation of task typicality on performance through status and dominance 
was moderated by diversity beliefs: Higher levels of stereotypically attributed competen-
ce only led to more dominance (and more performance) if team members saw value in 
gender-homogeneity. Therefore, as the effect of task typicality was moderated by diversity 
beliefs, diversity beliefs added to the initial two-way interaction of task typicality and nu-
meric representation on team performance: It only held under pro-similarity beliefs. 
In short, our study showed that whether stereotypical perceptions of each other trans-
lated into differences in behavior and performance depended on participants’ diversity 
beliefs: If they saw value in diversity, behavior and performance were unaffected by the 
stereotypical perceptions. These fi ndings enhance research on stereotyping in two signi-
fi cant ways. First, in contrast to current models on the consequences of stereotype threat 
that portray the processes leading up to the consequences as being intrapersonal in na-
ture, our study showed that interpersonal cognitive and behavioral processes such as sta-
tus attributions and dominance also account for consequences of stereotyping (see also 
Chatman et al., 2008). Second, as an answer to the quest to eradicate the consequences 
of stereotyping, we showed that instilling pro-diversity beliefs may provide an important 
instrument for this purpose. 
Stereotype Threat and Interpersonal Behavior
Our fi ndings indicate that stereotype threat affects interpersonal processes and behavior. 
The fact that we employed experimental data from multiple sources, including behavior 
observation, underlines the robustness of these fi ndings. Because there only are a few 
studies on this behavioral aspect of stereotype threat (e.g., Bosson et al., 2004), we put a 
premium on future research efforts to study the behavioral impact of stereotyping and 
the consequences thereof. 
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Such research efforts do not only need to include empirical studies, since we - as a 
research community - are clearly in need of an updated model of stereotype threat ef-
fects that includes a behavioral component. Next to the model of Schmader et al. (2008), 
our cognitive-behavioral process model of individual performance in a stereotype-prone 
group context (Figure 1) may provide a useful starting point. Note that in our model, the 
component evaluation plays a central role. Following status research (e.g., Ridgeway & 
Berger, 1986; but see also social identity’s principle of comparative fi t; Oakes et al., 1991), 
we argued that stereotype-confi rming behaviors are the consequences of an evaluation 
process where group members use member characteristics as proxies to appraise their 
own and each other’s relative status (i.e., competence on the task). As such, our fi ndings 
suggest that the evaluation process serves as a prominent mediator in the relationship 
between being a stereotypee and behaving accordingly. In addition, Rudman and Fair-
child’s (2004) work that shows how both actors and perceivers actively engage in behavior 
to maintain a cultural stereotype may also provide useful input for a comprehensive mo-
del on the effects of stereotypes in team contexts.
Stereotyping and Diversity Beliefs
Our fi ndings supported the hypothesis that the consequences of stereotypical percep-
tions can be altered by motivating people to act based on a different belief. What makes 
this fi nding interesting is the fact that at the start of the task, as visible in the stereotypic 
competence attributions, stereotypes were clearly salient in the minds of the participants. 
Indeed, the pro-similarity condition showed stereotype-confi rming behaviors and perfor-
mance that resembled the fi ndings of Chatman et al. (2008), thereby suggesting that the 
pro-similarity condition is the default condition. Given that stereotypes did not affect the 
performance of the team members in the pro-diversity beliefs condition, our study pro-
vides evidence that interventions can be successful in eradicating the negative effects of 
stereotyping - even when task-contexts are extremely prone to stereotype salience. 
Interestingly, our fi ndings showed that pro-diversity beliefs led to performance outco-
mes that are more true to people’s individual ability. We argued that pro-diversity beliefs 
stimulated the participants to look beyond their categorical attributions and that they 
were more attentive to individuating information. Because it reduces the extent to which 
people are – or fear to be – judged based on stereotypes, it may be clear that the pro-
diversity condition yields a fairer work-context for the participants than the pro-similarity 
condition. 
From a performance perspective, one could argue however that it is somewhat a loss 
that with the eradication of stereotype effects, stereotype-lift effects are gone too. In our 
fi ndings, the task-gender stereotype under pro-similarity beliefs served to increase typical 




member performance, instead of diminishing the performance of the stereotypee. Alt-
hough we perceive abolishing negative stereotypes at the expense of positive stereoty-
pes to be preferable compared to maintaining both – because it is more true, and hence 
fairer, to people’s individual ability – it may be worthwhile to study if it is possible to mo-
tivate people to not act on negative stereotypes while motivating them to act on posi-
tive ones. This could be studied by, for example, providing only atypical participants with 
pro-diversity beliefs in a similar experiment. What makes such a manipulation particularly 
interesting is that it creates confl icting beliefs among group members and thus could en-
hance our insight into the relative importance of one’s own beliefs in comparison to the 
beliefs held by others about one’s competences. 
Stereotyping, Status, and Diversity Research
On a more general level, our results extend the current understanding of how stereoty-
pes, group member status, gender diversity, and attitudes interact with each other in their 
infl uence on people’s behavior and performance in group contexts. Whereas these esta-
blished research domains have been studied largely in isolation of each other, our fi ndings 
suggest that it may be worthwhile to pursue attempts to integrate them. First propositi-
ons towards such an integration were put forward by Chattopadyhay et al. (2004): Taking 
a relational demography approach, they argued that the degree to which group members 
will identify with their workgroup or with their social category is based on an interaction 
between their perceived relational dissimilarity with their team and their status. Although 
our results show that actual dissimilarity and status perceptions also infl uence interperso-
nal behavior and performance, they nonetheless highlight the viability of Chattopadyhay 
et al.’s view that salient social categorizations infl uence the diversity-outcome relation 
(see also van Knippenberg et al., 2004). In line with their reasoning, the above results could 
indicate that the contextual salience of social categorizations and their associated status 
are the drivers of interpersonal behavior and performance. Because we can only infer the 
salience of social categories in the present study, future studies investigating the impact 
of stereotypes in the context of status perceptions should also investigate the salience of 
the stereotypes. In this way, diversity research could benefi t from investigating the role of 
stereotypes on the relationship between work group diversity and group performance 
(van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). 
In addition, our study suggests that status may be the linking pin between stereoty-
ping on the one hand, and interpersonal and group processes and outcomes on the other. 
With the notable exception of social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; cf. Haslam, 
2004), status has predominantly been studied by sociologists and hence been neglected 
in social and organizational psychology. Several scholars therefore have called for more 
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research to status and status-related processes in social and organizational psychology 
research (e.g., DiTomaso, Parks, & Yancy, 2007; Magee & Galinksy, 2008; Mannix & Sauer, 
2006; Ravlin & Thomas, 2005). In responding to that call, our study empirically shows the 
importance of integrating the (sociological) status literature in gaining a comprehensive 
understanding of group processes and behavior.
In this context, we have to note that status perceptions and dominance only mediated 
the effects of the task stereotype on individual performance, but not those of participants’ 
gender representation, as indicated by the rejection of Hypothesis 2b. This can suggest 
that task stereotypes and group composition affect performance through different pro-
cesses. Whereas task stereotypes might affect the behavior of all group members, the sa-
lience effects associated with solo representation might primarily affect the behaviors of 
other group members towards the solo member (cf. Chatman et al., 2008). In order to tease 
such different process routes apart, it may be helpful if future research investigated the ef-
fects of stereotypes and numeric representation from an Actor-Partner-Interdependence-
Model perspective (APIM, e.g., Cook & Kenny, 2005). The APIM conceptualizes individual-
level outcomes in social situations as results of inputs within the particular individual (the 
actor effect) and as results from inputs from the other individuals such as other group 
members (the partner effect) which are estimated seperately. Further studies could thus 
differentiate between the partner and the actor effect of task typicality and numeric re-
presentation.
Practical Implications
Our fi ndings emphasize that teamwork contexts can easily be prone to stereotyping and 
that cues as little as the numeric confi guration can increase stereotype salience. A fi rst 
implication for practitioners thus yields a warrant against organizational contexts and set-
tings that increase stereotype salience. 
We are aware that often, this is just impossible. One cannot, for example, change the 
nature of a highly technical environment in order to make it less prone to stereotypes 
against women. What one can do in such an environment, however, is make one’s employ-
ees aware that the women who do work in such environments individually perform on par 
with men and that their presence may actually enhance group creativity, innovation, and 
performance (van Dijk, van Engen, & van Knippenberg, 2012). Such a simple intervention 
may be enough to establish pro-diversity beliefs in an organization and hence eradicate 
the negative consequences of stereotypes. The fact that diversity beliefs can counter the 
effects of stereotypes thus shows that highlighting the value of diversity is a viable alter-
native to other forms of communication that aims to counter stereotypes. For example, 
the portrayal of successful non-typical role models such as female math professors has 




recently been shown to impair women’s interests in non-typical work domains (Betz & 
Sekaquaptewa, 2012). In terms of our opening riddle, this suggests that highlighting the 
value of gender diversity at the work place may be more helpful in enhancing the propor-
tion of female doctors than portraying succesful female doctors.
Clearly, in practice it is much more diffi cult to establish pro-diversity beliefs than in 
an experiment like ours. However, given that our manipulation apparently altered parti-
cipants’ reliance on beliefs that are long-held and widespread (e.g., that men are better 
at math tasks than women), we do believe that it is not a mission impossible to establish 
such pro-diversity beliefs. In fact, it may be that many diversity management programs 
and initiatives (implicitly) serve this function because their bottom-line message often 
entails that diversity is worth pursuing.
Limitations and Outlook
In the artifi cial laboratory situation where participants did not know each other, they were 
unable to base their competence ratings for other group members on their knowledge 
about the others’ actual capabilities, but had to rely on such diffuse and stereotypical cues 
such as gender. In real teams, where more valid cues for competence are likely to exist, 
competence attributions may be less infl uenced by stereotypical perceptions of gender. 
However, the initial stereotypical attributions such as the observed ones that occur when 
group members meet for the fi rst time, could serve as the anchor for further attributions 
(Gould. 2002). In this way, it would be more diffi cult for group members from a stereoty-
ped social group to appear as competent, even if they are (Foschi, 2000).
Moreover, our study did not include a condition where diversity beliefs were not mani-
pulated. As a consequence, our results do not explain how group members would interact 
upon exposure to group composition without priming their beliefs. However, Chatman et 
al. (2008) did not manipulate diversity beliefs, and the effects of team gender composition 
and task typicality on individual performance as reported by Chatman and colleagues 
resemble our fi ndings under the pro-similarity condition. This suggests that pro-similarity 
beliefs are the default in task settings as the one studied by Chatman et al. and by us. 
Furthermore, because we manipulated diversity beliefs after surveying competence attri-
butions, we cannot conclude whether diversity beliefs impact stereotypic perceptions of 
other group members’ competence. Research on multiculturalism has found that beliefs 
about multiculturalism, which might be similar to diversity beliefs, infl uence stereotype 
activation among majority and minority group members (Ryan, Hunt, Weible, Peterson, & 





Our fi ndings illustrate the potency of stereotypes in social settings, as they do not only in-
fl uence behavior through cognitive mechanisms - as prior research showed - but also alter 
our interpersonal communication behavior, which also infl uences individual performance. 
Our fi nding that a simple manipulation of diversity beliefs can disable the link between 
stereotypical perceptions and interpersonal behavior and performance could serve as an 
initial starting point for further research in the fi eld and for practical interventions alike.
Footnotes
1 In the remainder of this article, we continue to use the terminology of dominance in communication behavior. 
With dominance we refer to the level of assertiveness and confi dence in the communication behavior of the 
group members. This is manifested through, for example, the frequency and length of speech and the extent to 
which unqualifi ed statements and assertions are made (as opposed to hesitations and questions) (cf. Loyd, Phil-
lips, Whitson, & Thomas-Hunt, 2010). Dominance in communication behavior the way we defi ned it here should 
thus not be confused with coercive behavior aimed at gaining control over a relationship (cf. Ridgeway & Berger, 
1986).
2 At the time of this study, no German translation of the MSCEIT existed. We obtained the here-employed items 
in part from a pilot study at a different university where a German translation of the MSCEIT was being piloted at 
the time.  Note that Emotional Intelligence Items are, just like the GMAT items, formulated as problems, e.g., “What 
moods might be helpful when following a very complicated, demanding, cooking recipie?” that require cognitive 
effort and reasoning for arguing a solution. 
3 Chatman and colleagues (2008) employed verbal text comprehension problems from the GMAT as stereotypic 
female problems. However, in another pretest preceding the here-reported one, we did not fi nd that GMAT ver-
bal problems were perceived as typically female by another sample from our test population. We thus chose to 
employ EI items instead. 
4 EI tests frequently employ consensus scoring where an item response is scored with the proportion of parti-
cipants from a referent population who chose the particular item (Roberts, Zeidner, & Matthews, 2001). For this 
study, we thus created a referent sample consisting of 912 individuals that were drawn from the same population 
as the study participants. The proportion of item scores from this referent sample was used for scoring the EI 
items in the current study.
CHAPTER 5
Based on: van Dijk, H., Meyer, B., & van Engen, M. L. (under review). Reconsidering the diversity-performance 




The social categorization and the information/decision-making perspective tradition-
ally have been used to understand and study the relationship between work group di-
versity and group performance.  Based on research to stereotype (threat) and status in 
groups, we take a different viewpoint and argue that status-related processes impact the 
diversity-performance relationship.  In our status perspective on diversity, we assert that 
group performance depends on the extent to which within-group status differences (i.e. 
a group’s status confi guration) accurately refl ect group members’ levels of expertise.  We 
propose that the effects of information elaboration on group performance depend on the 
accuracy of the status confi guration and that – contrary to the propositions of the infor-
mation/decision-making perspective – information elaboration can be harmful in groups 
with an inaccurate status confi guration.  An experiment with 97 gender-heterogeneous 
groups working on gender-typical problems, whose interactions were coded, supports 
the hypotheses.  We discuss how to further advance our status perspective on work group 
diversity and its implications for the social categorization and the information/decision-
making perspective.  
Keywords: work group diversity, group performance, status, stereotypes, information ela-
boration.   




RECONSIDERING THE DIVERSITY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIP: THE 
ROLE OF STATUS IN DIVERSE WORK GROUPS
With the increased entry of women and ethnic minorities into the workforce and the in-
creased use of team work in contemporary organizations (Salas, Cooke, & Rosen, 2008), 
research to the consequences of different team members working together has been 
surging (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Because there are persistent stereotypes concerning the 
social categories individuals belong to, many researchers studied the consequences of 
stereotyping on individual cognitive processes and individual performance (e.g., stereo-
type content research, Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; stereotype maintenance research, 
Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; stereotype threat research, Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008). 
Another stream of research investigated how diverse group members interact with each 
other from a status perspective and denoted how belonging to the low- or high-status 
subgroup affects the subgroup interactions and the behavior of the subgroup members 
(e.g., Hornsey & Hogg, 2002; Ridgeway & Berger, 1986; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). A 
third group of researchers has in particular been inspired by the so-called “business case 
for diversity” and focused on the extent to which the differences between group members 
result in individual-, group-, and organizational level outcomes (e.g., diversity research, 
Harrison & Klein, 2007; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Milliken & Martins, 1996; re-
lational demography research, Chattopadhyay, Tluchowska, & George, 2004). These three 
domains of research have developed relatively independent from each other.
We posit that a proper understanding of the group dynamics underlying the perfor-
mance of (gender) diverse groups - a research theme that thus far has been the focus of di-
versity research - needs to draw from the knowledge and insights from all three domains. 
More specifi cally, we assert that the research domains of stereotyping and of status offer 
insights on interaction patterns between diverse people that are valuable for understan-
ding the consequences of work group diversity. Thus far, diversity research has been domi-
nated by a bi-theoretical approach with the social categorization perspective accounting 
for diversity’s negative consequences and the information/decision-making perspective 
for diversity’s positive consequences (e.g., van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004). We 
introduce a third perspective that is grounded in stereotyping and status research and 
show how it accounts for group processes and outcomes that the social categorization 
and information/decision-making perspective cannot account for. 
Most signifi cantly, based on our status perspective we argue that there are limits to the 
benefi ts of information elaboration, i.e. the exchange, discussion and integration of infor-
mation (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). It has become an accepted notion among diversity 
researchers that information elaboration is key to the performance of diverse teams (Ho-
man, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007; van Ginkel & van Knippenberg, 2008; 
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van Knippenberg et al., 2004). We challenge this notion by arguing and showing that in-
formation elaboration can, in fact, be detrimental for diverse groups.
By means of our theoretical arguments and empirical validation, we respond to recent 
calls on the importance of theory development and empirical research to the role of sta-
tus in organizational behavior and, more specifi cally, diversity research (DiTomaso, Parks, 
& Yancy, 2007; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Mannix & Sauer, 2006; Ravlin & Thomas, 2005; cf. 
Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010). Moreover, research in diversity rarely studies ac-
tual behavior regarding the processes that are theorized. In our study we used behavioral 
observations, thereby enabling us to shed a light at ongoing processes in diverse work 
groups and to substantiate our claims. 
DIVERSITY-PERFORMANCE THEORY RECONSIDERED
The business case for diversity delineates that diverse work groups are expected to be able 
to outperform homogeneous work groups. The differences between the group members 
(e.g., in age, tenure, personality) are expected to refl ect a richer and more heterogeneous 
pool of insights, knowledge and perspectives which, when integrated, should enable di-
verse groups to reach higher quality decisions and solutions than more homogeneous 
work groups. 
Such diversity-performance research has been grounded in two theoretical perspec-
tives that describe the black-box processes underlying the positive and negative conse-
quences of work group diversity. Core to the business case for diversity and in line with 
the information/decision-making perspective, the positive consequences of diversity are 
generally attributed to what van Knippenberg et al. (2004) coined information elabora-
tion, which refers to the sharing, discussing and integrating of task-relevant knowledge, 
ideas and perspectives among team members. Because teams with high levels of diversity 
are expected to have more informational resources at their disposal than more homoge-
neous teams, diverse teams are expected to outperform more homogeneous teams when 
they are able to integrate those informational resources (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997; 
Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). 
The negative consequences of diversity are generally attributed to social categorizati-
on (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and similarity/at-
traction (Byrne, 1971) processes. According to the social categorization perspective, peo-
ple categorize others into ingroup and outgroup members based on the extent to which 
they are perceived as similar or different, respectively. In turn, people have been found 
to respond more favorably toward ingroup members than toward outgroup members 
in a variety of ways, including the level of affection, the willingness to cooperate, and the 




level of trust (Haslam, 2004; van Knippenberg, 2003). Based on the social categorization 
perspective it can therefore be expected that the group processes in more homogeneous 
groups are more cooperative and hence productive than the group processes in more 
diverse groups (van Knippenberg et al., 2004). In line with these assumptions, several stu-
dies have shown that perceptions of within-team diversity can lead to decreased levels of 
team social integration, interaction, and performance (e.g., Harrison, Price, Gavin, & Florey, 
2002; Liao, Chuang, & Joshi, 2008; Meyer, Shemla, & Schermuly, 2011; Zellmer-Bruhn, Ma-
loney, Bhappu, & Salvador, 2008). 
In the current understanding of the information/decision-making and the social ca-
tegorization perspective, stereotyping and status-related processes are not taken into 
account. This entails that according to the dominant perspectives in diversity research, 
stereotype- and status-related processes do not affect the performance of diverse work 
groups. But is that true? 
We posit that stereotypes and status matter. Given that stereotype and status-related 
processes in diverse groups have been shown to affect individual behavior (e.g., von Hip-
pel, Wiryakusuma, Bowden, & Shochet, 2011), individual performance (e.g., Chatman, Bois-
nier, Spataro, Anderson, & Berdahl, 2008), and subgroup behavior (e.g., Ridgeway & Berger, 
1986; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005), we believe it to be probable that stereotype- and 
status-related processes impact group outcomes too (cf. Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Bunder-
son, 2003; Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011). In the following, we briefl y introduce re-
search to stereotyping in groups and argue that stereotypes in combination with the task 
environment result in a status confi guration, which we defi ne as an informal social order 
or hierarchy. Based on status research, we subsequently posit that a status confi guration 
can to a large extent determine the group processes and, ultimately, group performance.
Stereotyping and the Emergence of a Status Confi guration
Stereotypes are cognitive structures that hold a variety of beliefs and assumptions re-
garding a specifi c group (Fiske & Taylor, 2008). In work settings, stereotypes often contain 
beliefs and assumptions regarding the competence of target individuals or group mem-
bers on the task at hand (Fiske, 2012; Fiske et al., 2002). A crucial factor in the activation 
of stereotypes is the comparison with referent group members about one’s task compe-
tence. Stereotype threat research (Steele & Aronson, 1995) has shown that in stereotype-
prone task-settings, the mere comparison with a supposedly inferior or superior (sub)
group leads to awareness of the stereotype, which results in various sorts of stereotype-
confi rming behaviors and outcomes (Aronson, Lustina, Good, Keough, Steele, & Brown, 
1999; Huguet & Regner, 2007; Nguyen & Ryan, 2008). This entails that when member cha-
racteristics (e.g., gender) are stereotypically thought to predict one’s level of competence 
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(e.g. in construction work), the presence of diversity on those characteristics in a work 
group tends to be suffi cient to serve as an initiator of stereotyping processes that lead 
to the (perceived) distinction between more- and less-competent group members (men 
perceived to have ‘innate’ construction work competencies).
Likewise, expectation states theory (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 
1974) posits that group members anticipate their behavior on their expectations of fellow 
group members’ level of task competence. When group members are attributed high le-
vels of task competence (i.e., status), they will be more often deferred to and will be given 
more opportunity to participate. As a consequence, group members who are expected to 
perform well (i.e., high-status group members) will be more infl uential than group mem-
bers who are expected to be less competent (i.e., low-status group members) (Chatman et 
al., 2008; Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; cf. status hierarchies theory, Gould, 2002). 
Expectation states theory is grounded in the work of Bales (1950), who discovered 
that status differences between group members emerged more or less at the outset of 
a group’s formation and persisted over time. Whereas Bales worked with homogeneous 
groups, within-group status differences are particularly likely to emerge in diverse work 
groups (Berger et al., 1974; Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977). According to status 
characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1977), the reason for this is that people’s characteris-
tics tend to be associated with the quantity and quality of one’s (informational) resources. 
When, for example, economists and sociologists work together on a sociological problem, 
a status structure is likely to emerge that distinguishes the economists from the sociolo-
gists based on the perception or expectation that, in comparison with the economists, 
the sociologists have more expertise and knowledge at hand to resolve the sociological 
problem. Given that expectation states theory indicates that status differences between 
group members tend to emerge automatically in homogeneous groups, one implication 
of status characteristics theory thus is that status differences between group members are 
likely to be even more pronounced in diverse groups (cf. Lucas & Baxter, 2012; Ridgeway, 
Boyle, Kuipers, & Robinson, 1998).  
Consequently, both research to stereotyping and research to status in work groups 
suggest that when different member characteristics are perceived, expected, assumed or 
believed to correspond with different levels of competence on a task at hand, diversity 
in such member characteristics automatically translates into status differences between 
group members. The resulting status confi guration serves as an informal structure (i.e. 
social order or hierarchy) that defi nes and distinguishes between high- and low-status 
group members. Based on stereotyping and status research we thus may expect that 
group members use any cues or member characteristics (including gender, age and eth-
nicity) to create a status confi guration when those cues or characteristics are (stereotypi-
cally thought to be) related to competence pertaining the specifi c task at hand1. 




Note that the pertinence and composition of a group’s status confi guration cannot 
be considered or predicted void of context. Because a person’s status is tied to the task at 
hand, a person’s characteristics are likely to affect a person’s status only when those cha-
racteristics are (stereotypically) believed or thought to predict task competence. Gender 
has been argued to be the most salient and signaling status characteristic (e.g., Haslam, 
Rothschild, & Ernst, 2000). We therefore focus on the extent to which status differences 
emerge in gender diverse teams when working on a gendered task. When gender diverse 
groups are working on a masculine task, we expect that male group members will be 
ascribed a high-status and female group members will be ascribed a low-status. However, 
when gender diverse groups are working on a feminine task, we expect that male group 
members will be ascribed a low-status and, consequently, that female group members will 
be ascribed a high-status (cf. Chatman et al., 2008). 
Hypothesis 1a: In a gender-diverse team, the task context determines the relationship 
between a group’s gender composition and a group’s status confi guration in such a way 
that female group members are high- status and male group members are low-status in 
feminine task contexts whereas male group members are high-status and female group 
members are low-status in masculine task contexts.
Research on tokenism (Kanter, 1977) suggests that the numeric or proportional represen-
tation of a subgroup (e.g., males) can infl uence the extent to which a person is characteri-
zed as being a representative of that subgroup. When a person is the sole representative 
of his or her gender, that person is thought to be stereotyped more than a person who 
has group members of the same gender. In support of this argument, several studies have 
shown that solo group members are more susceptible to stereotype threat and stereo-
type lift effects than group members who are not the sole representative of their gender 
(Chatman et al., 2008; Sekaquaptewa & Thompson, 2002). 
Extending this theory and corresponding fi ndings,  we propose that a person’s status 
is susceptible to the numeric representation of that person’s subgroup. If a person is a 
token representative of his or her gender, status attributions may be more in line with the 
gender stereotype than a person who is not the sole representative of his or her gender. 
Accordingly, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1b: The effect of task context on the relationship between a group’s gender  
composition and a group’s confi guration (hypothesis 1a)  is enhanced when a group mem-




Status Confi guration and Information Elaboration
An implicit underlying assumption of the information/decision-making perspective (cf. 
van Knippenberg et al., 2004) is that group members contribute equally to the informa-
tion elaboration process, and that the information provided by each group member in 
the information elaboration process is valued equally. However, from a status perspective 
it could be argued that a group’s status confi guration delineates, among others, who is 
thought to provide the most valuable input: Because high-status team members are ex-
pected to be most knowledgeable about the task at hand, it is likely that their input is 
valued more. Accordingly, from a status perspective it can be expected that the more in-
formation elaboration takes place, the more high-status group members are able to exert 
their opinion over the other group members and, consequently, infl uence the outcomes 
of the group processes. 
Support for this argument is found in, among others, research in information sharing 
in mixed-status decision-making groups. In their review, Wittenbaum and Bowman (2005) 
posited that low-status group members more often repeat already shared information 
than high-status group members (Larson Jr, Christensen, Abbot, & Franz, 1996; Witten-
baum, 1998), that high-status group members tend to communicate more information 
overall than low-status group members (Franz & Larson Jr., 2002; Schmid Mast, 2002; 
Thomas-Hunt, Ogden, & Neale, 2003), and that information shared by high-status group 
members is remembered and repeated more than information shared by low-status 
group members (Stewart & Stasser, 1995; Wittenbaum, 2000). Likewise, according to status 
hierarchies theory (e.g., Gould, 2002), judgments about the merit of an argument is socially 
infl uenced in such a way that contributions by high-status group members are overvalu-
ed, whereas contributions by low-status group members are undervalued. All in all, these 
arguments suggest that high-status group members do not only have more infl uence 
than low-status group members in information elaboration processes, but that they may 
even gain more infl uence over time. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: More information elaboration in groups is associated with more  i n f l u e n ce 
of high-status group members on the decision-making process.
Status Confi guration Accuracy, Information Elaboration, and Group Performance
Because status confi gurations are the product of group members’ perceptions of each 
others’ relative levels of task competence, this rank order may be inaccurate (Bunderson, 
2003; cf. Lim & Klein, 2006). In a gender diverse group, for example, it may be expected that 
the status confi guration pertaining a mathematical task typically depicts men as high-sta-




tus and women as low-status given that, stereotypically, men are regarded to perform bet-
ter on mathematical tasks than women (Huguet & Regner, 2007; Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000; 
cf. Chatman et al., 2008). Such a status confi guration does however not indicate whether or 
not the male group members actually are better at math than the female group members: 
Status confi gurations do not refl ect actual competence, but only attributed competence.
This entails that the most infl uential (i.e., high-status) group members may not be the 
most knowledgeable group members. In groups with an accurate status confi guration, 
high-status group members are also the most competent group members. However, in 
groups with an inaccurate status confi guration, high-status group members are inaccura-
tely considered to be the most knowledgeable group members. We posit that this distinc-
tion between accurate and inaccurate status confi gurations, together with our hypothe-
sis that information elaboration augments the infl uence of high-status group members, 
holds important implications for team performance. 
Because high-status group members in groups with an accurate status confi guration 
are also the most expert group members, these competent group members will have 
the highest impact on group outcomes. Moreover, the expertise of these high-status and 
high-competence group members will be utilized the more that information elaboration 
takes place. We therefore expect that in groups with an accurate status confi guration, in-
formation elaboration enhances group performance. Along the same line of reasoning, 
we expect a contrasting outcome for groups with an inaccurate status confi guration, i.e. 
that information elaboration will diminish group performance. Because in groups with an 
inaccurate status confi guration high-status group members are the least-knowledgeable 
group members, group members’ trust in high-status group members will be misplaced. 
More information elaboration results in a higher impact of these less-knowledgeable 
group members on group outcomes. We therefore expect that in groups with an inaccu-
rate status confi guration, the increased infl uence of high-status yet less-competent group 
members by means of more information elaboration is likely to inhibit group performance. 
Taken together, we posit that information elaboration can leverage or disrupt group per-
formance, depending on the accuracy of a status confi guration. If a status confi guration 
is accurate, information elaboration will enhance group performance. However, if a status 
confi guration is inaccurate, information elaboration will inhibit group performance. Ac-
cordingly, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3: Information elaboration moderates the relationship between status confi -
guration accuracy and group performance in such a way that elaboration is benefi cial in 
groups with an accurate status confi guration and detrimental in groups with an inaccu-






We tested the hypotheses with a large dataset with observational data that we collected 
both for the current team-level study and for another study on individual level processes 
and performance (Meyer, van Dijk, & van Engen, 2011). In the latter study, we investigated 
how the representation of one’s own gender in a small group, group member’s diversity 
beliefs, and task type infl uence individual-level perceptions of status, individual behavio-
ral dominance, and individual performance in the group2. 
Sample
The sample consisted of 97 four-person gender-diverse groups comprising 186 men and 
202 women with an average age of 26.88 years (SD = 7.93). There were 28 groups with one 
woman and three men, 36 groups with one man and three women, and 33 groups with 
two women and two men. The participants participated in the experiment for a payment 
of the equivalent of 30 USD and for a chance to win another cash prize of about 200 USD. 
The sample consisted of students and young adults that were recruited through a public 





















The groups - whose members did not know each other - were assigned randomly to ei-
ther work on math problems or on emotional intelligence (EI) problems. At the beginning 
of the experimental session, participants for ten minutes individually worked on items 
that were of the same type as the items in the upcoming group task. These were either 
21 math tasks of varying diffi culty from the Graduate Management Aptitude Test (GMAT, 
e.g., Hecht & Schaeder, 1986) or 21 Emotional Intelligence items taken from self-scoring 
EI tests (Daniel, 2000) and the MSCEIT (Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, & Sitarenios, 2003). Math 
items were scored according to the respective instructions and the EI items were scored 
with the consensus method3. None of the participants managed to complete the math 
and EI problems within the time limit. This individual task enabled us to calculate each 
participant’s task ability on the math or EI task and to create a within-group rank order of 
actual task ability. 
After participants familiarized themselves with the task in this way, we asked them to 
estimate each others’ task competence on a scale from 0 - 100. Subsequently, the group 
worked together on a single booklet containing further problems of the same task type 
for 30 minutes. This interaction was recorded on video, and these videos were coded with 
the Discussion Coding System (DCS) as we describe below. 
After the group interaction, participants provided demographic information on a fi nal 
questionnaire, were debriefed, thanked, paid, and dismissed. 
MEASURES
Status Confi guration
Each group member received three ratings of his or her task ability with regard to the 
task type that the group was working on from their three fellow group members after the 
pretest. We calculated the attributed status of each individual on a task by aggregating 
those three assessments. Aggregation was justifi ed as indicated by a two-way ICC(1) of .40, 
F(380, 760 = 3.03, p < .001), and by a two-way ICC(3) of .67, with the latter being equivalent 
to a Cronbach’s alpha across the three raters. Subsequently, we averaged the attributed 
status scores for the female team members and for the male team members and subtrac-
ted the average rating of the female team members from the average rating of the male 
members. If there was only one representative of a given gender in the group, his or her 
single value would be used instead of the average. In this way, the resulting difference 
score exhibited positive values if the male team member(s) was or were perceived as more 
competent and negative values if the female group member(s) was or were perceived as 





Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations of measurement variables and control 
variables (N = 94 groups).




2. Status confi gura-
tion accuracy
0.18 0.51 -.01
3. Elaboration 200.53 52.42 -.45*** -.02
4. Group 
performance
0.00 1.00 -.14 .07 -.08
5. Infl uence from 
low-status members
64.45 29.57 -.31** -.08 .35*** .03
6. Infl uence from
high-status 
members
77.78 35.88 -.17 .05 .46*** .09 .06
7. Diversity beliefs 0.00 1.01 .03 .08 -.07 .09 -.20* -.15
8. Numeric confi gu-
ration
0.00 0.95 -.09 .17 .13 .11 .08 -.12 -.03
9. Task type 0.00 1.01 .69*** -.02 -.58*** .00 -.20 -.20 .03 -.06
Status Confi guration Accuracy
To quantify the accuracy of the status confi guration, we rank-ordered the above-men-
tioned individual-level status attributions within each group. We then correlated this 
within-group rank-order of perceived competence with the within-group rank-order of 
actual task ability with the tau non-parametric rank-order correlation coeffi cient. This re-
sulted in a tau value between 1 for perfect alignment between ability and attributed sta-
tus (thus indicating accurate status perceptions in the group) and in -1 for a perfect nega-
tive association between the two, i.e., for a case where the member with the highest ability 
receives the lowest status attribution. In the sample, this group-level measure of status 
confi guration accuracy ranged from -1 to 1. This measure was not normally distributed as 
indicated by a Shapiro-Wilk test, W = .95, p = .002. As a consequence, we employed robust 
techniques in the analyses involving this variable as we outline below.
Note: Diversity beliefs: Pro similarity = -1, pro diversity = 1; Numeric confi guration: -1 = one solo gender member 
and three gender majority members, 1 = gender-balanced; Task type: -1 = EI, 1 = Math




Elaboration of Task-Relevant Information
We operationalized the elaboration of task-relevant information in the group as the num-
ber of content speech acts in a group’s interaction during the group task. These were 
identifi ed by coding the video recordings of the groups’ interaction with the Discussion 
Coding System (DCS; Schermuly & Scholl, 2012). The DCS dissects the group interaction 
into individual statements or acts of communication according to a set of seven hierar-
chical rules. Each act is transcribed in brief. Based on the categories distinguished by Bales 
(1950) and Fisch (1994), the main function of a speech act is coded as belonging to one 
of three exclusive and extensive categories: An act can be a social-emotional statement 
(differentiated in positive or negative affect), a statement concerning the content of the 
task, or a statement aimed at regulating the discussion. In addition, for each speech act the 
DCS captures its accompanying interpersonal affect in terms of dominance or affi liation, 
its function (i.e., whether it is a question or a suggestion), and its responses in terms of 
agreement or rejection. It is thus adapted to the sequential, vertical, and reciprocal nature 
of interaction (Boos, 1995).
Two expert coders who were blind to the hypotheses and experimental conditions coded 
the videos with the DCS coding scheme in the video analysis software Mangold INTERACT 
(Mangold, 2011). Their agreement for the number of content speech acts was acceptable, 
Cohen’s k = .68.
Infl uence of High- and Low-Status Group Members
Because the proportion of speaking time a group member has during a group interaction 
is a sign of that group member’s infl uence (Schmid Mast, 2002; van Engen, van Knippen-
berg, & Willemsen, 1996), we employ the proportion of speech acts of the overall number 
of speech acts in the group by the group member with the highest status rank as the be-
havioral operationalization of the infl uence of high-status group members. Accordingly, 
the proportion of speech acts of the overall number of speech acts in the group produced 
by the group member with the lowest attributed competence is employed as a measure 
for the infl uence of low-status group members. For each group of four participants, there 
thus were two ratings: infl uence of the lowest-status group member and infl uece of the 
group member with the highest status.
Group Performance
In the group task section of the experiment, the group worked on 21 items of the same 
type as employed in the pretest. For a measure of group performance, we scored the so-
lution to the problems that the group indicated on their joint answer sheet. Math items 
were scored according to the respective instructions and the EI items were scored with 
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the consensus method3. To compare the performance scores between groups working on 
math tasks and groups working on EI tasks, the scores were Z-transformed. None of the 
groups were able to complete all 21 items during the 30 minutes time limit, so no ceiling 
effects occurred in the performance variable.
RESULTS
We fi rst checked the data for extreme outliers with multivariate outlier analysis (Filzmoser, 
Garrett, & Reimann, 2005). Based on this analysis, we excluded three groups (all from dif-
ferent conditions) from the fi nal data set employed in the analysis. Means, standard devia-
tions, and bivariate correlations of the fi nal sample are presented in Table 1.
Hypothesis 1a predicted that the status confi guration in the team, which we operati-
onalized as the difference between status attributions received by male group members 
and the status attributions received by female members, depends on the task context. 
Hypothesis 1b predicted that this relationship is moderated by the team gender composi-
tion such that differences would be more pronounced in groups with solo group memers. 
To test these hypotheses, we subjected the status confi guration measure to a 2 (task con-
text: math vs. EI) x 3 (team composition: two women two men, one woman, three men, one 
man, three women) between-group ANOVA while controlling for diversity beliefs. In sup-
port of Hypothesis 1a, it revealed a large and signifi cant main effect of task context, F(1,90) 
= 81.47, p < .001, eta-2 = .47, see Figure 2: Competence attributions were based on stereo-
typic perceptions of the fi t between gender and task. All other effects turned out to be 
nonsignifi cant, all Fs < 1.00, all ps > .40. Hypothesis 1b was therefore rejected by the data.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that the infl uence of high-status group members increases with 
higher levels of information elaboration. In order to test this hypothesis, we regressed 
information elaboration on the infl uence of high- and low-status group members while 
controlling for the experimental manipulations and their interactions.
First of all, a regression revealed a signifi cant infl uence of task type on information ela-
boration, b = -25.54, SE = 4.24, t = -5.78, p < .001 (two-tailed), thereby indicating that there 
was more elaboration in groups working on EI tasks than in groups working on math 
tasks. Second, and more relevant to the hypothesis, it revealed a signifi cant positive effect 
of the infl uence of high-status group members on elaboration, b = 0.54, SE = 0.11, t = 4.71, 
p < .001 (two-tailed) and a signifi cant positive effect of the infl uence of low-status group 
members on elaboration, b = 0.38, SE = 0.14, t = 2.76, p < .01. According to the formula pro-
vided by Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle, and Piquero (1998), the infl uence from high-status 
group members was stronger than the infl uence of low-status group members, z = -1.60, 
p = .05. Hypothesis 2 thus was supported by the data: High-status group members had a 
stronger infl uence on elaboration than low-status group members.





ANOVA of the effect of task context and group composition on status confi guration (i.e., the 
difference between the attributed competence of male and female group members).
Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between information elaboration and group 
performance is moderated by status confi guration accuracy: Based on our status perspec-
tive we argued that elaboration is more benefi cial in the case of an accurate status con-
fi guration. To test this hypothesis, we conducted a stepwise regression of group perfor-
mance on information elaboration, status confi guration accuracy, and their interaction. 
The fi rst step regressed group performance on the main effect of information elaboration. 
To rule out the infl uence of other contextual factors on group performance, we also con-
trolled for task type, gender composition, and diversity beliefs. In a second step we added 
status confi guration accuracy and its interaction with information elaboraton to the previ-
ous regression (Baron & Kenny, 1986). However, regression diagnostics revealed that the 
residuals were not normally distributed, but heavily tailed due to the fact that the status 
confi guration accuracy variable was not normally distributed (see above). The assumption 
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of independently and normally distributed residuals was thus violated. We therefore test-
ed the proposed relationships with robust regressions (Huber, 1964; Rousseeuw & Leroy, 
1987), which can deal with such violations by attributing less infl uence to observations 
that distort the overall result. Specifi cally, we employed the rlm() function provided in the 
MASS package (Venables & Ripley, 2002) of the statistical envirionment R (R Development 
Core Team, 2011). Following the suggestions by Venables and Ripley (2002), we used 95% 
confi dence intervals based on non-parametric bootstrapping for signifi cance testing be-
cause these do not require distributional assumptions for statistical inference. 
Step 2 in Table 2 revealed a signifi cant interaction between status accuracy and informa-
tion elaboration. To foster its interpretation, we plotted it employing the tools provided by 
Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006), see Figure 3. 
FIGURE 3
Two-Way Interaction of Group Performance as a Function of Groups’ Status Confi guration Ac-
curacy and Information Elaboration.
Note: If controlling for other variables, as in the present case, the scale of the y-axis may be inaccurate, but the 
shape of the interaction is accurate (Dawson & Richter, 2006).





















● Status Accuracy −1SD
Status Accuracy +1SD




In support of Hypothesis 3, an increase in the level of elaboration led to a decrease in per-
formance in groups with an inaccurate status confi guration: The simple slope of elabora-
tion for groups with an inaccurate status confi gurations was -0.01 (SE = 0.002), t = -2.04, p 
< .05. For groups with an accurate status confi guration, the relationship between elabora-
tion and performance was nonsignifi cant (simple slope = 0.001, SE = 0.003, t < 1). Neither 
task type, nor the gender composition of the team, nor their interaction infl uenced the 
team’s performance, and controlling for these variables did not make the interaction of 
status confi guration accuracy × elaboration disappear, which underlines its robustness.
TABLE 2
Robust regression of group performance on status confi guration accuracy (step 1), informa-
tion elaboration, and their interaction (step 2) while controlling for the experimental manipu-
lations and their interactions of the individual-level study.
Step 1     Step 2
b (SE) 95% CI b (SE) 95% CI
Diversity beliefs (DB) -0.06 (0.11) [-0.28, 0.17] 0.14 (0.10) [-0.07, 0.35]
Numeric confi guration 
(NC)
0.15 (0.11) [-0.07, 0.35] 0.09 (0.10) [-0.12, 0.29]
Task type (TT) 0.04 (0.11) [-0.13, 0.29] 0.00 (0.12) [-0.22, 0.21]
DB × NC 0.14 (0.11) [-0.17, 0.25] 0.14 (0.10) [-0.06, 0.34]
DB × TT 0.14 (0.11) [-0.06, 0.37] 0.16 (0.10) [-0.04, 0.38]
NC × TT 0.04 (0.11) [-0.06, 0.38] 0.03 (0.10) [-0.18, 0.21 ]
DB × NC × TT -0.09 (0.11) [-0.17, 0.23] -0.10 (0.10) [-0.32, 0.09]
Status confi guration 
accuracy (S)
0.10 (0.21) [-0.27, 0.53] -1.25 (0.70) [-2.45, 0.05]
Elaboration (E) 0.00 (0.00) [-0.01, 0.00]
S × E 0.01 (0.00) [0.0003, 0.01]




Our fi nding that information elaboration can decrease a diverse group’s performance (un-
der conditions of an inaccurate status confi guration) supports our status perspective on 
work group diversity, but opposes conventional wisdom in the fi eld. Research to the con-
sequences of work group diversity has been dominated by a bi-theoretical perspective, 
with the information/decision-making approach accounting for the positive consequen-
ces and the social categorization perspective accounting for the negative consequences 
(e.g., van Dijk et al., 2012; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Based on research to stereotyping 
and status processes in mixed-status groups, we advanced a status perspective on the 
consequences of work group diversity that challenges some of the assumptions of the 
information/decision-making and the social categorization perspective. Our status per-
spective is grounded in the assertion that stereotypical associations with member cha-
racteristics (e.g., gender) and task competence yield a status confi guration that delineates 
the informal social order pertaining a specifi c task (e.g., math). People at the top of the 
status confi guration (i.e., high-status group members) are expected to be more dominant 
and infl uential (cf. Groysberg et al., 2011), whereas people at the bottom of the status con-
fi guration (i.e., low-status group members) are expected to be more submissive and com-
pliant. 
We found that high-status group members contributed more to the elaboration of 
task-relevant information than low-status group members. Moreover, we found that the 
relationship between the accuracy of the group status confi guration and group perfor-
mance was moderated by the elaboration of task-relevant information: If the status confi -
guration was inaccurate, elaboration decreased performance. Whereas these fi ndings are 
in line with our status perspective, they are opposite to what would be expected from an 
information/decision-making perspective. Given that the information/decision-making 
perspective plays a central role in conventional diversity theory (cf. van Knippenberg et al., 
2004), the implications of our fi ndings for diversity research challenge, or at least qualify, 
the predictions of the information/decision making perspective. What makes these fi n-
dings particularly interesting is that they are based on behavioral data, which represents 
an objective way of measuring such processes. Consequently, the fi nding that information 
elaboration can negatively impact the diversity-performance relationship can be conside-
red as rather robust. 
In the following, we discuss how our status perspective on diversity calls for a partial 
reconsideration of the information/decision-making and the social categorization per-
spectives on work group diversity. After providing an overview of the limitations of our 
study, we discuss the practical implications.  




A Reconsideration of the Information/Decision-Making Perspective
Up till now, diversity researchers have used the information/decision-making perspective 
under the implicit assumptions that (a) all members contribute equally to the information 
elaboration process, and that (b) the input of each group member is valued equally. When 
those two assumptions are met, the information/decision-making perspective might hold 
its explanatory power. We may however expect that more often than not status differen-
ces exist between team members – in particular when group members are diverse on 
characteristics that are (stereotypically thought to be) related to task performance (Correll 
& Ridgeway, 2003). Our fi ndings show that in such instances the contributions from the 
incompetent group members with high status hinder the productivity of the team. Con-
sequently, a reconsideration of the information/decision-making perspective with regard 
to diversity’s consequences is warranted. 
Central to such a reconsideration should be the notion that status confi gurations de-
lineate which (i.e. high-status) group members tend to have a disproportionately high 
infl uence on the information elaboration process and who do not (i.e. low-status group 
members) (cf. Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). Because gender stereotypically is thought 
to be related to performance on math or EI tasks, for the current experiment gender was 
shown to serve as a cue for the emergence of a status confi guration. Of course, for other 
task contexts other cues may yield a status confi guration (cf. Bunderson, 2003; Chattopad-
hyay et al., 2010). A thorough understanding of the dynamics and consequences of status 
confi gurations, including how it impacts the information elaboration process, thus requi-
res a context-sensitivity that the information/decision-making perspective in its current 
shape doesn’t account for. We call for more research that will replicate our fi ndings with 
other status cues in different task contexts.
A Reconsideration of the Social Categorization Perspective
In addition to a reconsideration of the information/decision-making perspective, our fi n-
dings also warrant a refi nement of the role of social categorization in diversity theory. One 
way of looking at the emergence of status confi gurations is that the stereotypes pertai-
ning to the interaction between social categories and task context result in within-group 
status rankings. In other words, because certain social categories are stereotypically linked 
with task performance, the accessibility of these categories is increased in these particular 
task situations, making the particular category more salient (Turner et al., 1987). This en-
tails that if status confi gurations are based on such categories, they distinguish between 
salient high-status and low-status social categories. Social categorization thus is a prere-
quisite for the formation of a status confi guration.
Interestingly, in combination with our fi ndings that the accuracy of status confi gurati-
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ons with more information elaboration yields improved performance, this suggests that 
social categorization enables improved performance. Contrary to common wisdom in the 
fi eld, our status perspective thus not only suggests that the information/decision-making 
perspective can account for a negative diversity-performance relationship, but also that 
the social categorization perspective can account for positive diversity-performance rela-
tionships. Our status perspective on diversity therefore also warrants a reconsideration of 
the social categorization perspective on the consequences of work group diversity. 
Note, however, that next to social categorizations accurate (stereotypical) expectati-
ons about the extent to which social categories predict group members’ task ability are 
needed for social categorizations to result in improved performance. Given the negative 
consequences of stereotypes – in particular for those who are negatively stereotyped 
against, we do not wish to convey the message that it is best if group members conform 
themselves to stereotypes. Instead, we put a premium on future research efforts to dis-
tinguish other factors that contribute to status confi guration accuracy. In this regard, it 
is interesting to note that in more than one-third of our groups the members who were 
attributed highest status did not fi t the stereotype (i.e. women were better in math and/
or men were better in EI). Because acquiring an accurate status confi guration has to do 
with having accurate perceptions of fellow group members’ qualities, probably every fac-
tor that enhances the collection of individuating information contributes to the accuracy 
of status confi gurations. Consequently, future research could study whether well-known 
individuation-enhancing factors like intergroup contact (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Ridge-
way et al., 1998) and low levels of acceptance of stereotypes (Carter, Hall, Carney, & Rosip, 
2006) yield more accurate status confi gurations. 
Obtaining accurate status confi gurations may however not always be possible. How 
can such groups that suffer from inaccurate status confi gurations enhance their per-
formance? Arguably, any practice aimed at reducing the infl uence of high-status group 
members and enhancing the participation of each group member is likely to be help-
ful, including a leadership style that facilitates open communication and trust in diverse 
teams, such as transformational leadership (Kearney & Gebert, 2009). However, the diffi cul-
ty here is that group members of groups with an inaccurate status confi guration generally 
are not aware of the inaccuracy of their beliefs about their group members’ task expertise. 
We therefore believe the key to enhancing the performance of groups with an inaccurate 
status confi guration lies too in gathering individuating information.
Limitations
By defi nition, the experimental setting reduces the extent to which our fi ndings are gene-
ralizable to real work settings. Moreover, we only tested our hypotheses by looking at the 




effects of gender diversity in a gendered task context. Future research will have to assess 
whether similar status-related processes emerge on tasks where (stereotypical) associati-
ons between other social categories (e.g., ethnicity, personality, educational background) 
and task ability are present. However, given that our status perspective is not grounded 
in any gender-specifi c theory, we expect to obtain similar status-related processes for 
(stereotypical) associations between task ability and other social categories. As a conse-
quence, we believe there is reasonable ground to assume that the processes identifi ed in 
our status perspective on the diversity-perforance relationship emerge in any task setting 
where group members’ social categories are (stereotypically) assumed to predict task abi-
lity. 
Another limitation to the generalizability of our fi ndings is that our study has been 
conducted with newly formed teams where team members do not know each other. Lon-
gitudinal research is needed to examine how these status-related attributions and pro-
cesses evolve over time. Intergroup contact theory, for example, suggests that the sali-
ence of and hence the reliance on member characteristics may wane over time because 
group members have more information to estimate a person’s expertise on the task at 
hand (Allport, 1979; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; cf. Harrison et al., 2002). However, research 
on the reinforcing nature of status (e.g., status hierarchies theory, e.g., Foschi, 2000; Gould, 
2002; stereotype maintenance theory, e.g., Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; prescription-based 
discrimination, e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002) suggests that the initial social category based im-
pressions may set the stage for any subsequent impression of group members about each 
others’ task ability. Indeed, the tendency for high-status group members to gain more in-
fl uence the more groups engaged in information elaboration provides some evidence for 
the latter theory, but more research to status dynamics in diverse groups is needed. An 
experimental study in which both pre- and post-task measures of status are taken would 
provide more insight into these matters.  
Our fi nding that a status confi guration is based on the interaction between group 
composition and task context is congruent with research to stereotyping, which suggests 
that status is an outcome of the stereotype process (Fiske et al., 2002). It may therefore be 
called remarkable that our hypothesis that tokenism may enhance status disparity was 
not supported given that tokenism is supposed to enhance stereotype salience (Seka-
quaptewa & Thompson, 2002). An explanation for this may be that tokenism enhances 
stereotype salience on the side of the stereotypee, but not on the side of the stereotyper: 
Whereas a group member may be more aware of his or her social category membership 
when he or she is a token group member, for the other group members the stereotype will 
be salient regardless of the proportion of focal group members. Obviously, future research 




First and foremost, our study points at the importance of accurate status confi gurations in 
work groups. For managers, it thus is pivotal to ensure that each employee’s status is con-
gruent with their true task ability. Of course, the immediate question that follows is how 
managers can enhance the accuracy of a status confi guration, and regrettably our paper 
stays mute to that question. Interestingly, so does the management literature at large. Sta-
tus management is a topic that has hardly been studied in organizational settings (for an 
exception, see the dissertation of Owens, 1998). 
This, however, is not to say that we cannot say anything about these matters. As indi-
cated above, individuation – the process of looking beyond social categories, perceiving 
each individual as an individual and acknowledging everyone’s ideosyncracies – should 
enable employees to more accurately estimate a person’s true abilities. In addition, ma-
nagers would do well to inventarise how people in their teams/organization earn status. 
According to the stereotype content model of Fiske et al. (2002, see also Fiske, 2012), status 
is not only based on expertise but also on (interpersonal) warmth. It might therefore be a 
good  question to ask if people are valued because of what they are able to do, or does, for 
example, belonging to the majority group earn a person a higher status?  The more a per-
son receives a higher status based on non task ability related features, the more likely it is 
that a status confi guration is inaccurate and ultimately decreases the teams performance. 
Somewhat related, it may be worthwhile for managers to assess what characteristics 
are stereotypically thought to relate to high performance for each specifi c job or position. 
Math and EI are typical examples of a masculine and a feminine task, respectively, but 
we believe that similar (gender) stereotypes exist for the majority of jobs or positions. In 
making such an assessment, managers are able to discern whether, for example, ethnicity, 
tenure or personality are thought to predict a person’s ability. Subsequently, the question 
is whether those characteristics tend to accurately predict people’s task ability. If not, then 
it may be wise to publicly denounce the myth pertaining the relationship between that 
specifi c characteristic and task ability in order to avoid other employees to continue ma-
king wrong status inferences based on people’s characteristics.
Our study speaks to the value of information elaboration in work groups in a way that 
has not been done before: Information elaboration is benefi cial only when status confi gu-
rations are accurate. Moreover, information elaboration can be detrimental when status 
confi gurations are inaccurate. Our study shows that this is due to an increased infl uence of 
inaccurate high-status group members in the information elaboration process. Research 
is needed to show how such negative effects of information elaboration can be mitigated 
without inhibiting the positive effects of information elaboration. Until then, we recom-
mend practitioners not to take positive effects of information elaboration in diverse teams 
for granted.





Our fi ndings signify the importance of studying and understanding stereotyping- and 
status-related processes in diverse work groups. Inaccurate attributions of status to group 
members based on stereotypical attributions of task ability harm the performance of di-
verse groups through the infl uence these inaccurate group members have in their team. 
Yet accurate attributions of task abilities based on member’s diverse characteristics bene-
fi t the team’s performance. Our fi ndings thereby support our status perspective on work 
group diversity, which challenges existing models of diversity in the literature and sets the 
stage for a wide array of future research - conceptual as well as empirical. 
Footnotes
¹. One can also understand a status confi guration as a specifi c type of a team mental model. Mental models 
represent knowledge frameworks that allow team members to anticipate and coordinate their behaviors (Lim & 
Klein, 2006; Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000). A status confi guration represents such a 
team mental model about the informal hierarchy that delineates who is (supposed to be) more and who is less 
competent at the task at hand.
². In the individual-level study, task type (math problems vs. emotional intelligence problems), diversity beliefs 
(pro-diversity beliefs vs. pro-similarity beliefs) and group members’ numeric representation based on gender 
(solo, balanced, majority) were manipulated in a fully factorial balanced design. In the pro-similarity beliefs condi-
tion, participants read an informational text during the study. It stated that prior research had shown that gender-
homogeneous groups tend to perform better on the task at hand, and that members of gender-homogeneous 
groups fi nd working with each other on such tasks more enjoyable than members of gender- heterogeneous 
teams. In the pro-diversity beliefs condition, participants read the same with reference to gender-heterogeneous 
groups. Based on the fact that the individual-level hypotheses are different from the ones presented here, that 
the other study investigated individual-level constructs whereas the current hypotheses pertain to the group 
level, and that there is no overlap in dependent and independent variables between the studies, we deem the 
usage of a data set that has been analyzed previously in accordance with the guidelines provided by the Ameri-
can Psychological Association (VandenBos et al., 2010). In fact, the correlation matrices of measurement variables 
between the two studies are fully distinct, and the only overlap between the data sets occurs because we control 
for the experimental manipulations, which have no relevance for our hypotheses.
³. EI tests frequently employ consensus scoring where an item response is scored with the proportion of parti-
cipants from a referent population who chose the particular item (Roberts, Zeidner, & Matthews, 2001). For this 
study, we created a referent sample consisting of 912 individuals that were drawn from the same population as 
the study participants. The proportion of item scores from this referent sample were used for scoring the EI items 
in the current study.
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For years the social categorization and the information/decision-making perspective have 
guided research to the relationship between work group diversity and performance.  Re-
cently, however, it has been noticed that status-related processes too may account for the 
diversity-performance relationship.  In this conceptual paper, we advance a process model 
of the diversity-performance relationship that depicts how status-related processes relate 
to and interact with social categorization and information elaboration processes.  Among 
others, we propose that work group diversity through social categorization processes 
more or less automatically yields within-group status differences, and that these status 
differences impact group behavior (of which information elaboration is just one aspect) 
and group performance.  We advance a research agenda and discuss the implications of 
our model for managing diverse work groups.




A STATUS CONFIGURATION PROCESS MODEL (SCPM) OF THE RELA-
TIONSHIP BETWEEN WORK GROUP DIVERSITY AND GROUP PERFOR-
MANCE
Since the seminal articles of Milliken and Martins (1996) and Williams and O’Reilly (1998) 
on work group diversity were published, research exploring the extent to which work 
group diversity impacts group performance has been surging (Harrison & Klein, 2007).  In 
these fi fteen years, diversity research has been dominated by a bi-theoretical approach: 
Whereas the social categorization perspective accounted for diversity’s negative conse-
quences, the information/decision-making perspective was used to explain diversity’s 
positive consequences (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).  The pinnacle of this bi-theoretical ap-
proach to the diversity-performance relationship is the seminal conceptual paper of van 
Knippenberg, De Dreu and Homan (2004).  In their Categorization-Elaboration Model 
(CEM), van Knippenberg et al. (2004) outline how social categorization processes moder-
ate the relationship between work group diversity, information elaboration, and group 
performance.  Thus far, the CEM has proven to be very useful for diversity researchers in 
that a large number of fi ndings from empirical studies are well-aligned with the CEM (e.g., 
Homan, Hollenbeck, Humphrey, van Knippenberg, Van Kleef, & Ilgen, 2008; Kearney, Gebert, 
& Voelpel, 2009; cf. van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007).
However, various researchers (e.g., DiTomaso, Post, & Parks-Yancy, 2007; Magee & Galin-
sky, 2008) have noted that status-related processes in general are neglected in diversity re-
search.  This is remarkable given that an abundance of research has shown that differences 
between group members are likely to yield within-group status differences (e.g., status 
construction theory, Berger , Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; Ridgeway, 1991; expectation 
states theory, Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 1974; status hierarchies theory, Gould, 2002), and that 
within-group status differences are known to impact group processes (Hornsey & Hogg, 
2002; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005) and, potentially, group performance (van Dijk & van 
Engen, 2011; van Dijk, Meyer, & van Engen, 2012a).  There thus is reasonable ground to as-
sume that status-related processes play a role in the diversity-performance relationship. 
As a consequence, there is need for a new process model on the relationship between 
work group diversity and group performance, i.e. one that does take status-related pro-
cesses into account.  
In this article, we advance such a process model.  We do this by fi rst providing a concise 
overview of the current theoretical understanding of the diversity-performance relations-
hip based on the social categorization and the information/decision-making perspective. 
After discussing the limitations of this bi-theoretical approach, we outline the status per-
spective on work group diversity as developed by van Dijk and van Engen (2011, see also 
van Dijk et al., 2012c).  Subsequently, we introduce our Status Confi guration Process Model 
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(SCPM), which depicts how status-related processes relate to and interact with social cate-
gorization and information elaboration processes.  We do this by advancing propositions 
for each relationship that is drawn in the SCPM.  Finally, we advance a research agenda and 
discuss the implications for managing diversity.
LIMITATIONS OF OUR CURRENT UNDERSTANDING OF THE DIVERSITY-
PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIP
Work group diversity is frequently quoted as a double edged sword (Milliken & Martins, 
1996: 403), and indeed, for each study that reveals a positive relationship between a cer-
tain dimension of group diversity (e.g., ethnic diversity) and group performance, there 
is a study showing opposite effects.  The past decade various meta-analyses have been 
conducted with the aim to unravel these inconclusive fi ndings (e.g., Bell, Villado, Lukasik, 
Belau, & Briggs, 2011; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Joshi & Roh, 2009; van Dijk, van Engen, & 
van Knippenberg, 2012; Webber & Donahue, 2001).  In about all of these analyses, the in-
formation/decision-making and the social categorization perspective are referred to as 
providing the theoretical explanations for the positive and negative consequences of 
work group diversity, respectively (see also van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams 
& O’Reilly, 1998).
The information/decision-making perspective is grounded in the assumption that 
more (informational) resources enable better decision-making.  Because differences 
between people tend to be associated with differences in (informational) resources (Tsui 
& O’Reilly, 1989), diverse groups are expected to have more (informational) resources at 
their disposal than more homogeneous groups.  If diverse groups are able to mobilize 
and integrate their (informational) resources, they are expected to be able to outperform 
more homogeneous teams (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997).  Van Knippenberg et al. (2004) 
proposed that key to the mobilization and integration of (informational) resources in (di-
verse) teams is the process of information elaboration, which refers to the exchange, dis-
cussion and integration of task-relevant knowledge, ideas and insights.  
The social categorization perspective is grounded in the assumption that people tend 
to have a preference for interacting and working with similar others (cf. the similarity/at-
traction paradigm; Byrne, 1971).  Founded on social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and self-
categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), the social categori-
zation perspective asserts that member characteristics represent one of the main grounds 
for distinguishing between group members who are similar to oneself (the ingroup) and 
group members who are different from oneself (the outgroup).  Ample research in inter-
group relations has shown that categorizations into ingroup and outgroup yields more fa-
vorable attitudes towards ingroup members, including a greater willingness to cooperate 




(Haslam, 2004; Tajfel, 1982; van Knippenberg, 2003).  Because members of homogeneous 
groups are more likely to categorize each other as an ingroup, from a social categoriza-
tion perspective it can be expected that more homogeneous groups enjoy smoother and 
more cooperative group processes.
Because the information/decision-making perspective accounts for diversity’s positive 
effects and the social categorization perspective for diversity’s negative effects, in com-
bination these perspectives can easily be used to account for any empirical fi nding with 
regard to the consequences of work group diversity.  Consequently, it may be easy to set-
tle for the bi-theoretical perspective as the explanatory framework underlying diversity’s 
consequences.  Over the past couple of years, however, various researchers (DiTomaso et 
al., 2007; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Ravlin & Thomas, 2005) have noted that diversity re-
search has generally omitted status-related processes and questioned whether status is 
irrelevant for understanding the diversity-performance relationship (cf. Chattopadhyay, 
Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010).  
Van Dijk et al. (2012c) recently were more specifi c in their criticism by delineating that 
the bi-theoretical approach to the diversity-performance relationship operates on the ba-
sis of two (implicit) assumptions.  The fi rst assumption is that all group members (are able 
to) provide equal input during information elaboration processes, the second assumption 
is that the contributions of all group members are valued equally.  Among others, research 
in information sharing among mixed-status teams has shown that - compared to low-
status group members – high-status group members tend to provide more (unique) input 
during information elaboration processes, and that contributions of high-status group 
members are valued more (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972; Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). 
As a consequence, group processes in mixed-status teams are likely to be rather different 
than group processes in work groups where members have an equal status.
These assumptions do not need to be problematic if most or all (diverse) groups would 
generally consist of group members with an equal status.  However, critical diversity re-
searchers have for a long time pointed out that differences between group members have 
a history of yielding inequality, and that this inequality is persistent in everyday organiza-
tional life (e.g., Noon, 2007; Plaut, 2010; Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop, & Nkomo, 2010).  Mo-
reover, sociological research indicates that differences in member characteristics automa-
tically tend to be associated with status differences (e.g., Alderfer & Smith, 1982; Berger et 
al., 1977; Ridgeway, Boyle, Kuipers, & Robinson, 1998), not in the least because of persisting 
societal inequalities.  This suggests that diverse teams, if anything, are more likely to be 
comprised of members who differ in status than of members with an equal status.  As a 
consequence, the question about whether or not status processes impact the diversity-
performance relationship appears to be a valid question – and is one that van Dijk and 
van Engen (2011) recently addressed in their status perspective on work group diversity.
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The Status Perspective on Work Group Diversity
Status can be defi ned as an individual’s prominence, respect, and infl uence in the eyes of 
others (Anderson & Kilduff, 2009a; Magee & Galinsky, 2008).  Status is often confused with 
power, but a fundamental difference between the two is that power implies that a person 
has tools at his or her disposal to reward or punish other persons, whereas status does 
not (Anderson, Willer, Kilduff, & Brown, 2012; Lucas & Baxter, 2012).  In other words, power 
refers to infl uence gained by resources or qualities that are external to a person, whereas 
status refers to infl uence gained by resources or qualities that are attributed to a person. 
Status in work groups tends to be attributed based on judgments of task-related expertise 
and competence (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Magee & Galinsky, 2008), which 
entails that a person’s status in a work group is likely to rise the more that fellow group 
members perceive the person as competent at the task at hand.  
The status perspective on work group diversity (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011; van Dijk et 
al., 2012c) is established on two premises.  The fi rst is that within-group diversity automa-
tically will give rise to status differences between group members the moment that dif-
ferent member characteristics are (stereotypically) associated with different levels of task 
competence.  The second premise entails that within-group status differences for a large 
part structure group processes and impact group members’ behavior and performance. 
Both premises are grounded in established and empirically validated theories.
Work group diversity and status differences  
Most notably, expectation states theory (Berger et al., 1974) provides an explanation for 
the emergence of status differences between group members who work together on ac-
complishing a collective task or goal (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).  The origin of expecta-
tion states theory lies in the work of Bales (1950), who recorded the interactions of ho-
mogeneous decision-making groups of three to seven students.  Although there was no 
designated leader, inequalities between group members arose quickly and persisted over 
time.  These inequalities were observed in four different behaviors: the amount of oppor-
tunities given to participate, the amount of initiated participation, the level of received 
evaluations, and the amount of infl uence over others (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).  Accord-
ing to expectation states theory (Berger et al., 1974), this happens because group mem-
bers who work together on a task anticipate the cues concerning fellow group members’ 
levels of task competence in deciding on how to act.  The higher the anticipated level of 
competence (i.e. status), the more those group members will be deferred to and will be 
given the opportunity to participate.  As a consequence, these performance expectations 
shape group behavior and interaction in a self-fulfi lling fashion: The higher the status of 
an individual, the more infl uence a person will have (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; cf. status 
hierarchies theory; Gould, 2002).




One conclusion of Bales (1950) was that the quick emergence of status differences 
between equal homogeneous group members suggests that it is likely to happen in any 
group.  However, research by Berger et al. (1972; 1974) suggests that status differences are 
particularly likely to rise in diverse groups given that the origin of status differences can 
often be found in people’s characteristics like age, gender, ethnicity, or occupation.  Status 
characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1972) was crafted to more specifi cally explain how 
associations with people’s characteristics translate into performance expectations.  Sta-
tus characteristics are “attributes on which people differ (e.g., gender, computer expertise) 
and for which there are widely held beliefs in the culture associating greater social wor-
thiness and competence with one category (e.g., men, computer expert) of the attribute 
than another (e.g., women, computer novice)” (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003: 32).  Status char-
acteristics thus represent those attributes of a person that are (stereotypically) thought to 
predict task competence (cf. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002).  
Importantly, whereas social identity theory predicts that social categorization results 
in favoring one’s own category over another, status characteristics theory posits that so-
cial categorization in a task-context yields consensual evaluations of one category being 
more competent than another when those member characteristics are (stereotypically) 
thought to predict task performance (Ridgeway, Boyle, Kuipers, & Robinson, 1998; cf. Eagly 
& Karau, 2002).  Status characteristics theory therefore posits that the mere salience of 
status characteristics more or less automatically leads to status differences, and that status 
characteristics are salient the moment that people differ on those characteristics – as is 
often the case in diverse work groups.  Taken together, we learn that status attributions 
are based on (stereotypical) associations between group members’ characteristics and 
task competence, and that these status attributions result in an informal social order that 
distinguishes high- from low-status group members.
Empirical validation for these assertions can be found in numerous studies showing 
that group members’ characteristics automatically tend to impact fellow group members’ 
expectations about each other’s task competence.  Classic examples where people de-
rive status from member’s characteristics involve demographic characteristics like gender 
(e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Meyer, van Dijk, & van Engen, 2011) and age (Freese & Cohen, 
1973).  Interestingly, competence attributions can however also be based on job-related 
characteristics like tenure (e.g., Bunderson, 2003) or functional background (e.g., Chatto-
padhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 2010) and on deep-level characteristics like personality (e.g., 
Anderson & Kilduff, 2009b).  Within-group status differences thus do not only emerge 
from those characteristics that have a history of inequality (e.g., gender, ethnicity, cf. Plaut, 




Van Dijk and van Engen (2011) coined the informal social order that is shaped by wit-
hin-group status differences a status confi guration.  A status confi guration thus delinea-
tes the extent to which group members are perceived as more (high status) or less (low 
status) competent at the task at hand.  Importantly, this entails that status confi gurations 
in principle are dynamic and that the number of status confi gurations thus equals the 
number of (sub-) tasks.  If, for example, a work group is comprised of seven individuals 
and their group task can be further split up in seven sub-tasks (e.g., designing, developing, 
producing etc.), then it is possible that each group member ranks highest on one of the 
seven status confi gurations pertaining the specifi c sub-tasks.  Of course, it is also possible 
that one group member ranks highest on each of the seven status confi gurations.
Status differences and group performance
In line with theory stressing the functionality of hierarchies (cf. Halevy, Chou, & Galinsky, 
2011; Halevy, Chou, Galinsky, & Murnighan, 2012), van Dijk and van Engen (2011) argued 
that a group’s status confi guration impacts group performance: In distinguishing be-
tween higher- and lower-status group members, a status confi guration provides structure 
and clarity on (a) who is most likely to provide valuable input in decision-making pro-
cesses and (b) who can best be assigned to certain tasks and carry certain responsibili-
ties.  Consider the example of an information technology company that relies on cross-
functional project teams consisting of designers, programmers, and sales and after-sales 
representatives (van Knippenberg et al., 2004: 1011).  It is likely that designers will be most 
infl uential on discussions how their product can best be designed, whereas programmers 
will be most infl uential on discussions what can and what cannot be programmed.  The 
background of each group member thus enables fellow group members to automatically 
estimate the relative value of group member’s contributions in a decision-making process 
about specifi c issues.  Likewise, the background of each group member enables fellow 
group members to swiftly agree on who is most suitable to carry out decisions once they 
are made.  If, for example, a new sales strategy is determined, it is likely that designers will 
act upon it only as far as it has implications for product design, but that further about all 
action points will be handled by the sales representatives (for a related example based on 
age and/or tenure see Eisenhardt, 1989).  
Interestingly, the idea that a status confi guration enables a group’s shared understan-
ding of ‘who does what’ suggests that work group diversity can enhance group perfor-
mance even if no information elaboration is required.  Indeed, when a group’s responsibi-
lities require a large variety of skills (as is often the case in, for example, project teams or 
top management teams), more diversity may simply mean that group members together 
cover about all the skills that are required for more successfully carrying out their res-




ponsibilities than when the group would be more homogeneous (e.g., the project team 
being comprised of designers only).  As such, van Dijk and van Engen’s (2011) status per-
spective on diversity negates conventional wisdom in diversity research that “information 
elaboration is the primary process underlying the positive effects of diversity on group 
performance” (cf. van Knippenberg et al., 2004: 1011).  Instead, the status perspective on 
work group diversity posits that a group’s status confi guration drives the performance 
of diverse groups by serving as a tacit coordination function that may directly enhance 
a group’s performance (cf. de Kwaadsteniet, Homan, & van Dijk, 2012; Halevy et al., 2012).  
The two premises imply a clear causality: work group diversity leads to the emergence of 
a group status confi guration, and a group’s status confi guration impacts group perfor-
mance.  We thus propose that:
Proposition 1: A group’s status confi guration mediates the relationship between work 
group diversity and performance in such a way that work group diversity enhances the 
emergence and prominence of a group’s status confi guration, and that the prominence of 
a status confi guration enhances group performance.
Proposition 1 describes the core process of the status perspective on the relationship 
between work group diversity and group performance.  Because the proposed process is 
rather different from the processes that diversity researchers typically assume to underlie 
the diversity-performance relationship, a question that is likely to arise is how the status 
perspective relates to the social categorization and the information/decision-making per-
spective.  In the following, we introduce our Status Confi guration Process Model (SCPM) 
that delineates the proposed relationships between the social categorization-, status-, and 
information elaboration-related processes involved in the diversity-performance relationship.  
THE STATUS CONFIGURATION PROCESS MODEL (SCPM)
Figure 1 depicts our SCPM.  The core of the SCPM is shaped by the relationship between 
work group diversity, status confi guration, and group performance as advanced in our fi rst 
proposition.  The numbers in the model correspond with the respective propositions.  The 
fi rst set of propositions discusses how social categorization processes partially mediate 
the relationship between work group diversity and a status confi guration.  The second set 
of propositions considers how information/decision-making processes partially mediate 
the relationship between a status confi guration and group performance.  Finally, the third 
set of propositions discusses how social categorization processes moderate information/




The Status Confi guration Process Model (SCPM) of the relationship between work group diver-
sity and group performance. Superscripts indicate which propositions discuss the respective 
relationship in the text.
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Work Group Diversity and a Group’s Status Confi guration
Following social psychological research on impression formation (e.g., Fiske & Neuberg, 
1990; Ginosar & Trope, 1980; Krueger & Rothbart, 1988), we propose that there are two 
roads by which diverse work groups develop a status confi guration.  The fi rst, direct path 
is through individual-level differences between group members.  These idiosyncrasies 
provide group members with individuating information about what specifi c task-related 
information and abilities individual group members possess.  The extent to which group 
members’ individuating information is believed to predict task performance determines 
whether group members are assigned a higher- or lower position in a group’s status con-
fi guration.  
The second, indirect path is mediated by social categorization and pertains to assump-
tions and inferences about fellow group member’s task-related competencies and abi-
lities based on social categories (i.e., status characteristics).  Building on role congruity 
theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), we assert that the formation of a status confi guration based 
on social categories in diverse groups is enabled by the accessibility of social role stereo-
types and the level of congruency between a person’s social role and the task-role ste-
reotypes.  Role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) posits that a potential for prejudice 
stems from the congruity that people assume between characteristics that are predictive 
of good task performance and the characteristics that are – stereotypically – believed to 
be characteristic of certain social groups.  Stereotypes about social groups provide the 
descriptive and prescriptive content that delineates a person’s social role.  Accordingly, 
social role can be defi ned as consensual beliefs and expectations about the qualities and 
behavioral tendencies of people who belong to that social category (Eagly, 1987).  The 
stereotypes pertaining to what characteristics predict task performance delineate con-
sensual beliefs about the qualities and behavioral tendencies that are required to perform 
well on a task.  These stereotypes thus pertain to a task role.  
Role congruity theory predicts that the extent to which a person’s social role and a 
task role are congruent determines the extent to which social perceivers are biased in 
favor or against that person’s occupation of the task role (Eagly & Karau, 2002).  As such, 
role congruity theory arrives at the same conclusion as expectation states theory: When a 
group member’s social role is more congruent with a task role than the social role of fellow 
group members, the result will be a status confi guration in which the member with the hi-
gher level of role congruity will be assigned a higher status than the group members with 
lower levels of role congruity.  For example, if a group of two women and one man need 
to appoint a group leader, it is more likely that the man will be assigned as group leader 
because the male role/status characteristic is more congruent with the leader role/status 
characteristic than the female role/status characteristic.  
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Role congruity theory thus suggests that three factors play a role in shaping a sta-
tus confi guration in diverse teams.  The fi rst is social categorization (e.g., distinguishing 
between races), the second is the salience of social role stereotypes (e.g., stereotypes 
about white and black people), and the third is the salience of task role stereotypes (e.g., 
stereotypes about basketball players).  We propose that the salience of social role stereo-
types enables social categorization.  The reason for this is that distinguishing between 
categories is only meaningful when there are signifi cant differences between categories. 
Stereotypes are commonly understood as consensual beliefs and assumptions regarding 
social categories (Fiske & Taylor, 2008).  Stereotypes thus carry and provide the content 
based on which social categorization takes place: the beliefs and assumptions that are 
captured in stereotypes provide people with theories to categorize and understand their 
surrounding (Yzerbyt, Rocher, & Schadron, 1997).  Consequently, the more that we hold 
and are aware of stereotypes about certain groups or categories (i.e., stereotype salience), 
the more we are likely to categorize our surrounding accordingly (Wittenbrink, Hilton, & 
Gist, 1998).  
Importantly, social role theory (Eagly, 1987; cf. role congruity theory, Eagly & Karau, 
2002) posits that stereotypes are more than neutral beliefs about different categories: ste-
reotypes tend to be normative in the sense that they also prescribe desirable qualities 
and behaviors.  Therefore social categorization entails more than merely differentiating 
between different categories.  The descriptive elements translate into injunctive norms 
that provide “consensual expectations about what a group of people ought to do or ide-
ally would do” (Eagly & Karau, 2002: 574).  These injunctive or normative aspects of social 
categories capture the components regarding competence that we earlier referred to as 
status characteristics and that set the stage for vertically differentiating between group 
members.
According to stereotype content theory, such vertical differentiation happens on two 
dimensions: the fi rst is competence, the second is affect (i.e. warmth) (Fiske, 2012; Fiske et 
al., 2002).  We discuss the affective component of stereotypes later.  For now, we propose 
that the extent to which social categories translate into within-group status attributions 
depends on the level of congruency between the salient social roles and the task-role 
stereotypes.  Our argumentation for this proposition is similar to our reasoning underlying 
the effects of the salience of social role stereotypes on social categorization: In order to 
distinguish between more- and less-competent (i.e., high vs.  low-status) group members 
on a group task, one needs to have a notion of what attributes and qualities are needed 
in order to perform well on a task.  If group members (stereotypically) believe that leaders 
need to be agentic, then social categorizations that stereotypically relate to being agentic 
(e.g., gender) will translate into status differences between members (e.g., males, fema-




les) who belong to different social categories (cf. Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; Eagly & Karau, 
2002).  
In sum, we have argued that work group diversity more or less automatically induces 
a status confi guration by means of two paths.  The direct path is through individuating 
information that is believed to be a proxy for task competence.  The indirect path is me-
diated by social categorization.  We have argued that the impact of diversity on social 
categorization is contingent on the salience of social role stereotypes, whereas the impact 
of social categorization on the emergence and prominence of a status confi guration is 
contingent on the level of social and task role congruency.  We therefore advance the fol-
lowing propositions: 
Proposition 2a: Group members rank higher on a work group’s status confi guration the 
more that their individuating information and social category membership are thought to 
predict task performance.
Proposition 2b: Group members are more often categorized into different subgroups the 
more that social role stereotypes regarding characteristics of group members are salient.
Proposition 2c: Group members with higher levels of (attributed) task-social role congru-
ency obtain a higher position in a group’s status confi guration than group members with  
lower levels of task-social role congruency.
Status Confi guration and Group Performance
We propose that there are two ways in which the status confi guration of a (diverse) work 
group has an impact on group performance.  The fi rst, direct path is due to the (tacit) coor-
dination function of hierarchies.  A status confi guration refl ects an implicit hierarchical 
order that distinguishes between group members who are perceived to be more- versus 
less-valuable for task performance.  Whereas diversity researchers have generally consi-
dered inequality to be harmful (e.g., Harrison & Klein, 2007; Zanoni et al., 2010; cf. Gould, 
2002), research indicates that differentiating between high- and low-status group mem-
bers can facilitate group functioning and performance (Halevy et al., 2011; Halevy et al., 
2012): Hierarchies enable group members’ understanding of who does what, when and 
how, without the need to verbally discuss those matters with each other (de Kwaadste-
niet & van Dijk, 2010; Halevy et al., 2012).  Consequently, a status confi guration provides 
diverse groups with a structure that enables them to outperform more homogeneous 




The second, indirect path by which a group’s status confi guration impacts group per-
formance is mediated by behavioral reactions.  Wittenbaum and Bowman (2005) posited 
in their review on information exchange in mixed-status groups that high-status group 
members (a) share more information, (b) share more unique information, (c) are more in-
terested in unique information, and (d) are more often deferred to than low-status group 
members (cf. Bales, 1950; Correll & Ridgeway, 2006).  This suggests that with increased le-
vels of diversity not so much the quantity of information elaboration changes, but that 
increased levels of diversity changes the dynamics of information elaboration: The more 
that within-group differences in member characteristics are believed to correspond with 
differences in task-competence, the more information elaboration processes will be ske-
wed towards high-status group members in that they will be more infl uential than low-
status group members (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011).  
Two recent experimental studies using behavioral coding speak about this in an in-
sightful manner.  The fi rst was conducted by Chatman, Boisnier, Spataro, Anderson and 
Berdahl (2008), who video recorded the interactions of four-person gender-diverse groups 
working on stereotypically male- (math) or female-typed (language) tasks.  Chatman et al. 
(2008) found that task-typical (i.e. high-status) group members were more often deferred 
to than task-atypical (i.e. low-status) group members.  In a similar experiment, Meyer et al. 
(2011) showed that these fi ndings can well be understood in terms of behavioral domi-
nance.  Meyer et al. employed a more sophisticated tool to code behavioral interactions 
and found that task-typical group members show more dominant behavior (e.g., postural 
expansion, interrupting others), whereas task-atypical group members are more submis-
sive (e.g., avoiding eye contact, speaking quietly).  Moreover, by coding who provided cor-
rect solutions to the group tasks and controlling for individual ability, both Chatman et al. 
(2008) and Meyer et al. (2011) found that task-typical group members perform better than 
task-atypical group members in mixed-status diverse groups.
These fi ndings align well with stereotype threat research.  Stereotype threat refers 
to the phenomenon that self-stereotyping tends to result in various sorts of stereotype-
confi rming behaviors and outcomes (Nguyen & Ryan, 2008; Steele & Aronson, 1995).  In 
comparing one’s own relative level of competence with that of fellow-group members, a 
group member either gains or loses self-confi dence in his or her ability to perform well on 
a task (cf. Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008).  Following this line of reasoning, the behavi-
ors of task-typical and task-atypical group members in the experiments of Chatman et al. 
(2008) and Meyer et al. (2011) are likely to refl ect their levels of self-confi dence: Through 
their comparison with task-atypical group members, task-typical group members incre-
ase their relative status and thus their self-confi dence, which results in more dominant 
behavior.  In contrast, task-atypical group members loose status by comparing themselves 




with task-typical group members, which results in reduced levels of self-confi dence and is 
expressed in more submissive behavior.
In sum, this suggests that within-group status differences result in various sorts of be-
havioral reactions, which arguably can best be understood in terms of behavioral domi-
nance: high-status group members tend to behave more dominantly, whereas low-status 
group members tend to behave more submissively.  One implication of this is that, on a 
group-level, diversity may not change the amount of information elaboration, but that 
diversity does alter the direction of information elaboration: The more pronounced a sta-
tus confi guration is in terms of distance between high- and low-status group members, 
the more information elaboration processes will be centralized around high-status group 
members.  Accordingly, we propose that a diversity-inferred status confi guration yields 
various sorts of behavioral reactions, which in turn impact group performance.  
Proposition 3: Behavioral reactions partially mediate the relationship between a group’s 
status confi guration and group performance in such a way that a more pronounced status 
confi guration enhances the infl uence of high-status group members on information ela-
boration processes and on group performance.
To what extent does a larger infl uence of high-status group members on information ela-
boration processes and on group performance benefi t group performance? We propose 
that this depends on the accuracy, legitimacy and stability of a status confi guration (cf. van 
Dijk & van Engen, 2011).
Status confi guration accuracy
One way of looking at the concept of a status confi guration is by perceiving it as an aspect 
of a team mental model.  Mental models are knowledge structures that enable people 
to describe, explain and predict events in their environment (Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, 
Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000).  Team mental models are such knowledge structures per-
taining to the team.  A status confi guration can thus be understood as team members’ (im-
plicit) assumptions about fellow team members’ task competence that enable team mem-
bers to anticipate and coordinate their behaviors adequately.  However, just as knowledge 
can be inaccurate, assumptions can be wrong.  If attributions of group members’ levels 
of task competence are wrong, the team will put their trust in the wrong person because 
their team mental model is inaccurate (Lim & Klein, 2006).  We therefore propose that sta-
tus confi guration accuracy moderates the impact of status confi guration on group per-
formance in such a way that more accurate status confi gurations enhance the extent to 
which a status confi guration positively affects group performance.  We argue that this 
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happens in two ways.  
First, we assert that there is a moderating effect of status confi guration accuracy on the 
direct relationship between status confi guration and group performance.  The accuracy of 
a status confi guration speaks about the extent to which a person is the right person for a 
job within the team (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011).  Although interaction and information 
elaboration are key elements of group work, for a large part individual group members 
must be trusted by fellow group members to be able to successfully handle their respon-
sibilities.  If, however, non-expert group members are inaccurately considered high status 
group members on a certain task, they are entrusted with responsibilities that they are 
not capable of handling.  Or, alternatively, they are capable of handling many responsi-
bilities, but are inaccurately perceived as low-status and therefore not given the respon-
sibilities that they are capable of handling.  Either way, the misfi t between competences 
and responsibilities that characterizes inaccurate status confi gurations is likely to result in 
suboptimal performance levels (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011).  Support for this argument is 
found by Woolley, Gervase, Chabris, Kosslyn, and Hackman (2008), who conducted experi-
ments with teams where (the salience of ) team expertise was manipulated.  They found 
that teams performed best when the expertise of experts on certain aspects of the task 
was recognized (i.e. in teams with an accurate status confi guration).
Second, we assert that status confi guration accuracy moderates the relationship be-
tween group behavior and group performance.  Because high-status group members are 
more infl uential in group interactions and discussions (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005), it 
is likely that high status group members have an impact on group outcomes in particular 
during information elaboration processes.  Indeed, according to status hierarchies theory 
(Gould, 2002), a person’s status affects the perceived merit of his or her contributions in 
such a way that arguments of high-status group members are overvalued, whereas con-
tributions of low-status group members are undervalued.  Support for these arguments 
is found in an experiment by van Dijk et al. (2012c).  Prior to the group task, group mem-
bers were asked to estimate their fellow group members’ level of task competence.  When 
these attributions of fellow group members’ levels of competence matched the actual 
task ability of the group members (thus resulting in an accurate status confi guration), 
more information elaboration increased group performance.  If, however, group members 
attributed higher levels of competence to group members with low levels of task compe-
tence, more information elaboration decreased group performance.  
In sum, we posit that status confi guration accuracy moderates the relationship 
between group status confi guration and group performance in two ways:




Proposition 4a: Status confi guration accuracy moderates the relationship between a 
group’s status confi guration and group performance in such a way that status confi gurati-
ons enhance group performance when the status confi guration is more accurate.
Proposition 4b: Status confi guration accuracy moderates the relationship between a 
group’s behavioural reactions and group performance in such a way that behavioural re-
actions enhance group performance when the status confi guration is more accurate.
Status confi guration legitimacy and stability 
Next to the accuracy of a team mental model, another important aspect of a team mental 
model for team performance is that it is shared (Lim & Klein, 2006; Mathieu et al., 2000). 
That is, team performance is expected to be enhanced when team members’ beliefs and 
ideas correspond with each other.  With regard to status confi gurations, sharedness thus 
refers to the extent to which group members’ hold corresponding beliefs about which 
group members are more- and which group members are less-competent at the task at 
hand (cf. Tindale & Kameda, 2000).  This concept of sharedness in status attributions relates 
to the notion of status legitimacy.  Status legitimacy refers to the extent to which group 
members agree on the status confi guration (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001). 
Whereas status confi guration accuracy is concerned with the actual or objective accuracy 
of a group’s status confi guration, status confi guration legitimacy thus is concerned with 
the perceived or subjective accuracy of a group’s status confi guration.
We propose that status legitimacy impacts the status confi guration – team perfor-
mance relationship by moderating the relationship between status confi guration and be-
havioural reactions.  Under conditions of an illegitimate status confi guration, group mem-
bers disagree with each other on who is/are the right person(s) for a job (van Dijk & van 
Engen, 2011).  One consequence of this is that high-status group members will be motiva-
ted to protect their higher, yet contested status position (Bettencourt & Bartholow, 1998; 
cf. ingroup favouritism, Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  Because an important means in the contest 
for status is withholding information (Toma & Butera, 2009), a notable way in which high-
status group members may suppress low-status group members is in withholding infor-
mation (cf. Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011).  Moreover, high-status group members 
may engage in various sorts of petty tyranny to ‘show who’s boss’ (Ashforth, 1994).  Status 
illegitimacy is thus likely to result in various forms of discriminatory behaviour from high-
status group members towards low-status members (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011).
The behaviour of low-status group members under conditions of status illegitimacy is 
dependent on the stability of the status confi guration.  Status confi guration stability refers 
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to the perceived probability that a status confi guration is subject to change (Bettencourt 
et al., 2001).  Status confi guration illegitimacy is the major determinant of status instability 
in the sense that status illegitimacy provides the main motive for pursuing change in a 
social order (Bettencourt & Bartholow, 1998; Ellemers, Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993).  If 
status confi gurations are illegitimate yet stable, low-status group members do not chal-
lenge the existing social order because they perceive it to be impossible to change the 
status confi guration, or consider the cost of fi ghting it too high.  However, their perception 
of the illegitimacy of the status confi guration is likely to evoke feelings of unfairness and 
injustice.  As a consequence, low-status group members are likely to show various forms 
of resigning behaviour, ranging from lower levels of commitment to full apathy (van Dijk 
& van Engen, 2011).  Examples of such behaviours are taking less initiative and being less 
willing to challenge fellow group members’ arguments (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005).  
In contrast, when status confi gurations are unstable, low-status group members are likely 
to challenge the more privileged position of high-status group members in their pursuit 
for equality (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  As a consequence, status confl icts are likely to arise 
(Bendersky & Hays, 2012), where low-status group members may engage in various sorts 
of counterproductive behaviour, including spreading rumour, forming coalitions, and cau-
sing slowdowns (van Dijk & van Engen, 2011).  Whereas the stability of the social order 
under the condition of an illegitimate yet stable status confi guration continues to provide 
an environment that enables group members to perform and work together (Mannix & 
Sauer, 2006; Weick, 1993), performing and working together becomes close to impossible 
when a status confi guration is illegitimate and unstable (see also van Dijk & van Engen, 
2011).  
In sum, we posit that status legitimacy and status stability impact group members’ 
behavioural reactions on a group’s status confi guration.  These behavioural reactions are 
likely to be different for high-status and low-status group members.  However, what they 
have in common is that the behavioural reactions on status illegitimacy and status instabi-
lity for both high- and low-status group members are likely to inhibit group performance. 
We therefore propose that: 
Proposition 5a: Status confi guration legitimacy moderates the relationship between a 
group’s status confi guration and group behaviour in such a way that status confi gurations 
yield more productive behavioural reactions when the status confi guration is legitimate.
Proposition 5b: Status confi guration stability moderates the relationship between a group’s 
status confi guration and group behaviour in such a way that status confi gurations yield 
more productive behavioural reactions when the status confi guration is stable.




SOCIAL CATEGORIZATION, AFFECT, AND BEHAVIOURAL REACTIONS
Our fi nal set of propositions deal with how social categorization indirectly moderates the 
relationship between status confi guration and behavioral reactions.  As mentioned be-
fore, stereotype content theory posits that one part of stereotypes involves attributions 
of competence, whereas the other part involves attributions of warmth.  Based on expec-
tation states theory (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003) and role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau, 
2002), we have argued that competence attributions result in the emergence of a sta-
tus confi guration.  Following social identity theory, here we will posit that both low- and 
high-status group members are likely to show ingroup favouritism in their attributions of 
warmth.  
Social categorization, affect, and identity threat 
Ample research captured under the header of social identity theory has shown that social 
categorization has the tendency to result in intergroup bias (Haslam, 2004).  Intergroup 
bias refers to the phenomenon that people tend to have more favourable perceptions 
of people who are similar to themselves (i.e. ingroup) than of people who are more dif-
ferent (i.e. outgroup) (Byrne, 1971; van Knippenberg et al., 2004).  Such more favourable 
perceptions express themselves in affective-evaluative reactions.  Examples include lower 
identifi cation with outgroup than with ingroup members and a lower liking of outgroup 
than of ingroup members (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002).  Because more homogeneous 
groups by defi nition are composed of more ingroup members than diverse groups, it may 
be expected that negative affect is more present in diverse groups than in more homo-
geneous groups.
Van Knippenberg et al. (2004) pointed out that this however does not mean that so-
cial categorization always leads to intergroup bias.  The reason why people distinguish 
between members of an ingroup and members of an outgroup is because individuals 
value a positive and distinctive (group) identity (Brewer, 1991).  Consequently, people will 
be prone to displaying intergroup bias only when there is a threat to one’s positive self-
identity (e.g., labelling someone as an outgroup member when that group member ma-
kes a mistake) (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006).  People thus do not always prefer ingroup 
over outgroup members.  As long as outgroup members do not pose a threat to a person’s 
positive self-identity, a person may actually like outgroup members more than fellow in-
group members (cf. Fiske et al., 2002; Jost & Banaji, 1994).  
For a comprehensive elaboration of this point, see van Knippenberg et al. (2004).  We 
will now turn to the question how the affective reactions that are infl uenced by inter-
group bias affect the work group diversity-performance relationship.
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Affective and behavioral reactions
Affective reactions are likely to translate into specifi c behaviours.  For example, a low liking 
of outgroup members is likely to result in less cooperation and more relational confl icts 
with outgroup than with ingroup members.  Based on the social categorization perspec-
tive, it is therefore commonly argued that greater diversity yields less cohesive group 
behaviours (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998).  The reason for this is that ingroup members, and 
thus information coming from them, are trusted more than (information coming from) 
outgroup members (van Knippenberg et al., 2004).  As a consequence, it can be expected 
that ingroup members engender more cooperative behaviours than outgroup members. 
Whereas attributions of competence evoke behaviours displaying a certain level of 
dominance, attributions of warmth thus evoke behaviours displaying a certain level of af-
fi liation.  The immanent question that follows is if these behavioural reactions affect each 
other.  That is, is there a relationship between behaviours that stem from interpersonal 
affect and behaviours that stem from the status confi guration? 
Research in relational communication suggests that dominance and affi liation capture 
different aspects of communication, but nevertheless do infl uence each other (e.g., Dillard, 
Solomon, & Samp, 1996).  Dominance and affi liation are understood as the fundamental 
features of interpersonal communication (White, 1980; cf. Leary, 1957).  Whereas dominan-
ce refl ects the degree to which a person attempts to regulate the behaviour of another 
person (ranging from highly submissive to highly dominant), affi liation refl ects the degree 
to which a person regards another person positively (ranging from extremely negative to 
extremely positive) (Dillard, Solomon, & Palmer, 1999).  Dillard et al. (1996; 1999; see also 
Dillard, Palmer, & Kinney, 1995) argued that actors can only focus on one of these aspects 
at a time due to limited cognitive resources.  When the dominance aspect of communi-
cation is salient, affi liation becomes less salient; whereas the salience of affi liation inhibits 
the salience of dominance.
As such, we propose that perceptions of warmth and perceptions of competence are 
mutually inhibitory.  The more that social categorization yields affective reactions (either 
positive or negative), the more that behavioural reactions will be based on attributions 
of warmth and thus not on attributions of competence.  Vice versa, the more that social 
categorization leads to a pronounced status confi guration, the more that behavioural re-
actions will be based on attributions of competence instead of attributions of warmth.  In 
corroboration with these suggestions, a recent study showed that (social category) diver-
sity in work groups reduces group members’ focus on establishing positive bonds with fel-
low group members and increases their focus on task performance (Loyd, Wang, Phillips, & 
Lount, in press; cf. Lount & Phillips, 2007).  Accordingly, we propose that:




Proposition 6: More intense affective reactions reduce the extent to which group members’ 
behaviours are affected by their position on a status confi guration.
DISCUSSION
Our SCPM differs from existing models on the consequences of work group diversity in a 
number of ways.  Most notably, our SCPM stresses the involvement of status-related pro-
cesses and, more specifi cally, the centrality of a group’s status confi guration in explaining 
diverse groups’ processes and performance.  Second, in arguing that diversity augments 
(tacit) group coordination processes, we are the fi rst to argue that information elaboration 
is not required for diversity to enhance group performance.  Third, our SCPM integrates 
research on stereotyping and prejudice with the diversity literature.  Despite the obvious 
relevance of research on stereotyping for diversity research, an explicit and coherent in-
tegration of stereotyping processes into the diversity literature thus far has been absent. 
Fourth, we posit that status processes in diverse groups cause signifi cantly different group 
dynamics and interactions in a number of ways (e.g., deferrals, dominance and submis-
siveness, participation) compared to the group dynamics and interactions in more homo-
geneous work groups.  Finally, in contrast to models that suggest that processes related 
to social categorization, status, and information elaboration tend to occur more or less 
in isolation of each other (e.g., Carton & Cummings, 2012; Harrison & Klein, 2007), we as-
sert that social categorization processes affect status-related processes, and that status-
related processes steer and guide information elaboration processes.  Our SCPM thus of-
fers an integrated approach to the relationship between work group diversity and group 
performance. In the following, we discuss the implications of our SCPM for future research.
Implications for Research to the Diversity-Performance Relationship
The propositions that are advanced in this paper offer various opportunities for research. 
Most propositions are grounded in earlier research, therefore we limit this discussion of 
future research directions based on our propositions to two elements that we believe are 
in dire need of research attention.  
First, we would like to highlight the need for fi eld research to the role of stereotype-re-
lated processes given that most research to (the consequences of ) stereotyping has been 
conducted in the lab.  Future research could, for example, study the formation of project 
teams with diverse team members who do not know each other.  By asking them to esti-
mate each others’ level of task competence upon the moment that they meet for the fi rst 
time, status attributions can be measured (cf. Meyer, van Dijk, van Engen, 2011).  If another 
group of persons provide their descriptions of task-role stereotypes and indicate that, for 
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example, they perceive the task as more feminine than masculine, one can compare that 
outcome with the extent to which women received higher scores than men.  A similar 
study can be conducted with newcomers.  For example, one could ask group members to 
denote their task-role stereotypes at the time that there is a vacancy, and to subsequently 
rate their expectations of newcomers’ level of task competence upon the fi rst time of mee-
ting them.  The SCPM suggests that newcomers will be attributed a higher status when 
there is more congruence between a person’s characteristics and the task-role stereoty-
pes.  Alternatively, researchers could examine the extent to which task-role stereotypes 
can be altered and if such a manipulation impacts work groups’ status confi gurations.  This 
can be done by developing an intervention in which group members are asked to indivi-
dually write down what characteristics they perceive to be important for performance on 
a specifi c aspect of a task, and to subsequently discuss what each group member wrote 
down.  Such a discussion may lead to a consensual task-role stereotype and thus increase 
the likelihood on a consensual status confi guration (cf. van Dijk, van Engen, & Paauwe, 
2012).  A positive side-effect of this intervention is that it may enhance the legitimacy of a 
group’s status confi guration.
Second, research is needed to the impact of a status confi guration on group perfor-
mance.  About all research to within-group status differences has focused on inequality 
(e.g., Gould, 2002), cohesion (e.g., Haslam, 2004) and (sub)group behaviour (e.g., Witten-
baum & Bowman, 2005), but the relationship with group performance has remained large-
ly unexplored (e.g., the paper by Greer and van Kleef, 2010, focuses on power hierarchies, 
which is a different matter than status hierarchies; e.g., Magee & Galinsky, 2008).  The rene-
wed interest in the role of status in organizational life (e.g., Magee & Galinsky, 2008) is pro-
mising, but most studies focus on the negative consequences of status-related processes 
(e.g., Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Groysberg et al., 2011).  The concepts of status confi guration 
accuracy, legitimacy and stability may be helpful in understanding why and when status 
confi gurations may leverage group performance, but their usefulness needs empirical 
validation.  In experimental settings, this can be done in two steps.  The fi rst step is an 
individual-level assessment of task competence.  The second step is to create groups who 
work together on a similar task and to manipulate their status beliefs.  For example, by 
providing all group members the same information on individual performance ranking, 
researchers can infl uence the accuracy of a group’s status.  By providing group members 
different information on individual performance ranking, researchers can manipulate the 
legitimacy of the status confi guration.  In turn, status confi guration stability can be infl u-
enced by appointing the highest-status group member the role of group leader.  It may be 
expected that in such groups, status confi gurations are more stable than in groups where 
no group leader is appointed, or where the appointed group leader is someone else than 




the highest-status group member.  
In organizational settings it may be more diffi cult to obtain objective information on 
people’s competence levels and therefore to assess status confi guration accuracy.  Howe-
ver, researchers could ask group members to denote their perception of the group status 
confi guration on a specifi c task.  By assessing the level of congruence between group 
members’ status confi gurations, researchers can measure status confi guration legitimacy. 
If organizations do have some form of objective information on group members’ level 
of task competence (e.g., scores from assessment centres), then the level of congruence 
between those scores and the group’s status confi guration can be an indicator of status 
confi guration accuracy.  The extent to which status differences receive some form of for-
mal recognition may be an indicator of status confi guration stability (e.g., titles like ‘pro-
ject leader’, representing the group in meetings with a supervisor).  Alternatively, resear-
chers could measure status legitimacy and stability by means of a questionnaire.  Status 
legitimacy could be measured by asking group members to indicate on a Likert-scale the 
extent to which they agree with questions such as Team members’ levels of infl uence are 
contingent on their level of task-competence, and status stability by asking questions such 
as My role in the team is clearly defi ned.
Venues for future research inspired by the SCPM
Besides the suggestions provided by the propositions, the SCPM may inspire other ve-
nues for future research.  For example, the SCPM raises the question whether attributions 
based on social categorization or attributions based on individuation have more weight 
in the formation of a status confi guration.  In their Continuum Model of Impression For-
mation Processes, Fiske and Neuberg (1990) posit that individuation happens when social 
categorization does not suffi ce, e.g., when people display counter-stereotypical behaviour. 
This suggests that attributions based on social categorization are the default and that 
individuation occurs only when information about a person does not fi t the stereotypical 
behaviour that can be expected based on the social category/-ies that a person belongs 
to.  Fiske and Neuberg posit that in such instances, perceiver’s will fi rst try to recategorize 
a person into a subcategory (e.g., a white rapper), but their model suggests that if recate-
gorization fails, attributions may be based on individuation alone (see also Pratto & Bargh, 
1991).  A consequence of this would be that belonging to a low-status social category 
does not necessarily infl uence a person’s position on a status confi guration.  
Interestingly, status characteristics theory suggests otherwise.  Berger et al. (1977) de-
lineated a set of assumptions about the attribution of status based on people’s social ca-
tegory membership/status characteristics.  One of these assumptions is the aggregation 
assumption, which entails that all salient status cues are incorporated into an aggregated 
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evaluation of expected competence.  Importantly, whereas information about a person 
that confi rms the default impression based on a person’s social category membership is 
assumed to have less impact on a person’s status (e.g., a caring nurse), information about 
a person that is incongruent with the default impression (e.g., a hostile nurse) is expected 
to receive more attention than it would have if there was no other information present 
(Correll & Ridgeway, 2003).  Status characteristics theory thus suggests that belonging to a 
low-status social category will always have an impact on a person’s position on the status 
confi guration of a team.
It may be clear that the implications of Fiske and Neuberg’s (1990) model and of Berger 
et al.’s (1977) status characteristics theory for people who belong to a low-status social 
category are rather different: Whereas impression formation theory suggests that it may 
be best to consistently disconfi rm one’s membership of a low-status social category in 
order to enhance one’s status, status characteristics theory seems to suggest that there 
can be merit in valuing one’s low-status category membership because it increases the 
effect of status-enhancing information.  We therefore put a premium on future research to 
this relationship between social categorization, individuation, and their effects on a work 
group’s status confi guration.
Managerial Implications
Although the primary aim of this paper was to point out how stereotype- and status-
related processes affect the relationship between work group diversity and group perfor-
mance and to push the fi eld forward in terms of research, there are a few messages here 
that are relevant for managing diverse work groups.  
The fi rst is that diversity is likely to lead to within-group status differences.  Whether or 
not this happens depends on the extent to which there are task-role stereotypes.  It may 
be worthwhile to assess and challenge the accuracy of those stereotypes because that 
may enhance the legitimacy of a status confi guration – and possibly even its accuracy (cf. 
van Dijk et al., 2012c).  Such an assessment can be done by denoting the different tasks of 
a team, asking each team member to write down their perception of characteristics that 
are important for performing on the task, and then to discuss everyone’s input.   
Second, the pervasive relationship between status and infl uence poses challenges for 
managers who wish to increase the infl uence of low-status group members.  This may be 
desirable especially during creative processes when out-of-the-box thinking is required - 
such as brainstorming.  In default mode, low-status group members tend to show submis-
sive behaviour.  Increasing their level of involvement is therefore likely to require specifi c 
attention, for example by specifi cally asking low-status group members for their input.  On 
a similar note, Meyer et al. (2011) showed that low-status group members behaved more 




dominantly under conditions of positive diversity beliefs, i.e. when group members be-
lieve that diversity enhances performance.  It may therefore be worthwhile to emphasize 
that low-status group members can provide valuable contributions.
However, an important implication of our SCPM is that within-group status differences 
can be productive (cf. Halevy et al., 2011): It provides clarity on who is (supposed to be) the 
most competent group member (Bunderson, 2003).  Managers should therefore not be 
too afraid for the emergence of within-group status differences – as long as they remain 
dynamic and can differ per task.  Given that status tends to reinforce itself (Gould, 2002), 
managers would do wise to regularly challenge the status quo.  This can be done by asking 
group members to denote for each task their perception of the status confi guration for 
each task, and then to discuss those.  
Finally, our SCPM suggests that person-job fi t is most important in selecting and recrui-
ting team members.  Recruiting or composing a team with the aim of making it diverse 
is frequently promoted when data suggests that work group diversity enhances (group) 
performance (e.g., Catalyst, 2004).  However, if such persons are not perceived as very com-
petent by their fellow group members (which is more likely to happen when there is no 
good person-job fi t), it is likely that their value to the team will be low.  In contrast, if fellow 
group members also perceive there to be high levels of person-job fi t (which logically is 
more likely to happen when the primary search criterion is to achieve person-job fi t), this 
may enhance the level of status confi guration legitimacy – and thereby group perfor-
mance.
Conclusion
Our SCPM shows the importance of integrating research on stereotyping and status with 
research to the consequences of work group diversity.  We believe that stereotype- and 
status-related processes can qualify some inconsistent fi ndings in diversity-performance 
research and have provided a number of propositions and suggestions that together 
shape an agenda for research to the consequences of diversity in work groups.  

CHAPTER 7
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We provide an ethical evaluation of the debate on managing diversity within teams and 
organizations between equality and business case scholars.  Our core assertion is that 
equality and business case perspectives on diversity from an ethical reading appear stuck 
as they are based on two different moral perspectives that are diffi cult to reconcile with 
each other.  More specifi cally, we point out how the arguments of equality scholars cor-
respond with moral reasoning grounded in deontology, whereas the foundations of the 
business case perspective are crafted by utilitarian arguments.  We show that the problems 
associated with each diversity perspective correspond with the traditional concerns with 
the two moral perspectives.  To resolve this stalemate position, we argue that the equality 
versus business case debate needs to be approached from a third, less well-known moral 
perspective (i.e. virtue ethics).  We posit that a focus on virtues can enhance equality by re-
ducing prejudice and illustrate this by applying it to the HRM domains of recruitment and 
selection and of performance management.  Subsequently, we argue that values are key 
to aligning virtues with each other and with corporate strategy, delineate our values and 
virtues perspective on diversity, and argue why and how it can enhance organizational 
performance.
Keywords: (managing) diversity, equality, HRM, deontology, utilitarianism, virtue ethics.




REFRAMING THE BUSINESS CASE FOR DIVERSITY: A VALUES AND VIR-
TUES PERSPECTIVE
The most striking feature of contemporary moral utterance is that so much of it is used to ex-
press disagreements; and the most striking feature of the debates in which these disagreements 
are expressed is their interminable character. I do not mean by this just that such debates go on 
and on and on – although they do – but also that they apparently can fi nd no terminus. There 
seems to be no rational way of securing moral agreement in our culture. – MacIntyre (2007: 6)
The past two decades have witnessed a huge amount of attention to managing diver-
sity that comes from two different streams of research. Inspired by the question whether 
differences between co-workers in member characteristics (e.g., age, gender, functional 
background etc.) lead to increased creativity, higher quality decisions, more innovative 
solutions and various other positive team- and organizational level outcomes, proponents 
of the business case for diversity (i.e. supporting diversity as a means to achieve, ultimate-
ly, organizational profi t) conducted and published numerous studies aimed at providing 
verifi cation for the so-called “value-in-diversity” hypothesis (for recent meta-analytical re-
views, see Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, & Briggs, 2011; Joshi & Roh, 2009; van Dijk, van Engen, 
& van Knippenberg, 2012). At the same time, a distinctive group of scholars oppose this 
instrumental take on diversity that the business case for diversity represents (Jones & Sta-
blein, 2006; Noon, 2007; Zanoni & Janssens, 2004; Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop, & Nkomo, 
2010). These scholars depart from the perspective that power inequalities in societies exist 
in organizations too and that, as a consequence, organizations should pursue diversity in 
order to empower minority groups and transform these inequalities (Noon, 2007).  
At surface-level it appears as if the equality as well as the business case perspective on 
managing diversity posits that diversity is good and that organizations thus should pur-
sue having a diverse workforce. Moreover, Tomlinson and Schwabenland (2010) recently 
suggested that in practice the contrast between the two perspectives is less strong than 
in theory (see also Liff & Dickens, 2000; Kirton, Greene, & Dean, 2007). However, fi fteen 
years of debate between equality and business case proponents have not yet lead to a 
theoretical perspective on dealing with diversity in organizations that adequately inte-
grates the main arguments of the equality and the business case perspective (Syed & Kra-
mar, 2009). In a recent review of critical diversity studies, Zanoni et al. (2010: 19) argue that 
the business case perspective is unable to suffi ciently represent and defend the rights of 
minorities as it does not compensate minority group members for their – often – reduced 
access to resources and, in fact, may “even contribute to its reproduction”. Moreover, becau-
se the business case perspective ignores the historically rooted and today still persisting 
inequalities in society and organizations, Noon (2007: 781) suggests that the business case 
perspective does not constitute an ethical approach to managing diversity:
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The argument for the moral case based on the human rights of all employees and job seekers  
must not be abandoned for the current fashion of diversity and the business case.
Consequently, Zanoni et al. (2010: 19) plea that equality scholars “next to formulating cri-
tique” should “examine and develop practices and interventions refl ecting an affi rmative, 
engaged and pragmatic ethos on diversity”, which entails that equality scholars are en-
couraged to develop a viable alternative for the business case perspective on managing 
diversity.
In this paper we advance such an alternative perspective. We do not, however, opt for 
one of the two (i.e. the equality or the business case) perspectives as a starting point of 
reference. Instead, we consider and evaluate the equality and the business case perspecti-
ves from a moral point of view and assert that equality and business case proponents are 
(implicitly) stuck in a stalemate position as their foundations are grounded in two moral 
perspectives (i.e. deontology and utilitarianism, respectively) that do not only differ but 
also oppose each other. As a solution to this stalemate position, we propose a novel ap-
proach to managing diversity that is grounded in virtue ethics.
In the following, we discuss the shift from the equality to the business case rationale 
in terms of a shift from a deontological to a utilitarian perspective on dealing with diver-
sity in organizations. In drawing from theory on moral diffi culties with deontological and 
utilitarian perspectives, we outline the negative (moral) ramifi cations when organizations 
would exclusively adopt either an equality or business case approach to diversity. After in-
troducing virtue ethics, which posits that morality ought to be assessed based on the cha-
racter of a person, we illustrate how virtue ethics may enhance equality in selection and 
assessment procedures. Subsequently we advance our “values and virtues” perspective 
and argue why we consider that a more (morally) benign approach to managing diversity 
within organizations.
ISSUES OF MORALITY WITH CURRENT PERSPECTIVES ON DEALING 
WITH DIVERSITY
The fi rst advocates for diversity on the work fl oor based their arguments on the (moral) 
conviction that excluding a person based on demographic or non-task related charac-
teristics essentially constitutes discrimination and hence is/should be illegal (Ferner, Al-
mond, & Colling, 2005). In the USA  this led to equal employment opportunity (EEO) and 
affi rmative action (AA) policies and programs in the 1960s, which proved to be effective 
means to increase the representation of minority groups in the workforce (Crosby, Iyer, & 
Sincharoen, 2005). In the 1980s several scholars pointed to the negative consequences 
of EEO and AA programs (Gilbert, Stead, & Ivancevich, 1999; Litvin, 2006). Among others, 
a time of job insecurity, backlash effects for benefi ciaries of AA policies, anti-affi rmative 




action groups, and complaints of and law suits involving reverse discrimination initiated a 
decline in EEO and AA policies in the USA (Graham, 1998; Kelly & Dobbin, 1998). 
Threatened by losing their jobs, advisors and consultants of EEO and AA programs 
in the USA responded to these developments by reframing the anti-discrimination poli-
cies into the business case rationale (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998; Litvin, 2006). Consequently, the 
transformation from equality to business case rationales appeared to be rather natural 
and, if anything, a step forward. Indeed, USA-based scholars - consultants like Cox (1991) 
and Thomas (1991) argued that the business case perspective on diversity represents a 
better argument for increasing the representation of minorities by reasoning that EEO 
and AA programs lead to legal compliance, whereas practices based on the business case 
involve voluntary commitment to creating a diverse workforce (cf. Ely & Thomas, 2001; 
Gilbert et al., 1999). This business case rhetoric was quickly adopted by international com-
panies world-wide and thus found a way in European countries as well (Lorbiecki & Jack, 
2000; Mor Barak, 2011).  
The emergence of the business case perspective on diversity led to a surge of research 
focussing on the question whether diversity in work groups and organizations relates to 
positive outcomes (e.g., competitive advantage, group and organizational performance, 
creativity), which in particular thrived after Milliken and Martin (1996) and Williams and 
O’Reilly (1998) concluded in their narrative reviews that the available empirical evidence 
yielded inconclusive results (Harrison & Klein, 2007). Numerous conceptual and empirical 
studies followed that have greatly advanced our insights into the consequences of diver-
sity for group and organizational processes and performance. However, whereas among 
practitioners the business case for diversity and hence the belief that diversity enhances 
business performance is upheld (Edelman, Fuller, & Mara-Drita, 2001; Heres & Benschop, 
2010), the empirical, scientifi c studies point more and more to the contingent nature of 
diversity’s benefi ts (Kochan, Bezrukova, Ely, Jackson, Joshi, Jehn, Leonard, Levine, & Thomas, 
2003; van Dijk et al., 2009). The business case for diversity thus appears not as unequivo-
cal as it sounds, and even diversity management practices aimed at enhancing diversity’s 
positive effects have been found to occasionally cause more harm than good (Pendry, 
Driscoll, & Field, 2007; Roberson, Kulik, & Pepper, 2003; Von Bergen et al., 2002). 
Meanwhile, various scholars from widely different domains have criticized the business 
case rationale in arguing that it does not substitute the need for affi rmative action and 
equal employment opportunity policies as business case perspectives do not (suffi ciently) 
empower minorities in the workplace (Zanoni et al., 2010). The inconclusive fi ndings with 
regard to the validation of the business case add fuel to the fi re as they weaken the argu-
ments of the business case and provide equality scholars with an additional argument to 
warrant against an instrumental take on diversity. Indeed, the contingent nature of the 
business case perspective can easily turn into an argument against diversity the moment 
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diversity appears to have a negative impact on organizational performance (Noon, 2007). 
Consequently, whereas in the past scholars have attempted to reconcile the business case 
and the equality perspective with each other (e.g., Liff & Dickens, 2000), nowadays it be-
comes increasingly clear that they may be incongruent (cf. Lorbiecki & Jack, 2000). In the 
following we explain this incongruence by pointing out that the shift from EEO and AA 
legislation and policies to the business case-philosophy in the USA corresponds to a radi-
cal change in thinking and actually represents a shift from a deontological to a utilitarian 
ethical paradigm. We will show how the differences between equality and business case 
rationales correspond with the classic binary between deontology and utilitarianism and 
how the problems associated with the equality and with the business case perspectives 
refl ect the shortcomings of deontological and utilitarian approaches, respectively. 
The Deontological Versus the Utilitarian Paradigm
In (business) ethics, the different ethical theories that are discussed are often limited to the 
deontological, or principle-based, paradigm on the one hand, and the utilitarian paradigm 
on the other (Ladkin, 2006; Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 1999). According to deontology, be-
haviour is moral when it is based on certain established moral principles, for acting based 
on such principles indicates that the person’s intentions are sound (i.e. the good will). In 
contrast, according to utilitarianism the morality of an act is determined by the extent to 
which it produces the greatest proportion of good over evil (Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 
1999). In opting for a course of action when confronted with several alternatives, the uti-
litarian paradigm thus indicates that the morally superior alternative is that which overall 
yields the most positive consequences. 
As the ultimate indicators of morality according to deontology are the person’s in-
tentions (regardless of the consequences) but according to utilitarianism are the con-
sequences (regardless of the intentions), the two paradigms are generally considered to 
be mutually exclusive. For example, based on the principle that all people are equal and 
thus ought to have equal opportunities, deontologists typically would defend individual 
development programs, mentoring programs and coaching trajectories reserved for un-
derrepresented groups, such as women and minorities, with only a limited regard for the 
consequences for businesses. In contrast, utilitarians typically depart from the perspective 
that when businesses prosper, society prospers (de Woot, 2005), and hence would never 
invest in activities if they do not clearly contribute to business results.
A necessary fi rst step to settle a dispute that has its underpinnings in contrasting mo-
ral arguments is to understand the fl aws of each perspective. To start with deontology, a 
fi rst concern of addressing moral dilemmas from a purely deontological perspective is 
that rules represent general guidelines of what is good (e.g., it is good to pursue diver-




sity). As a consequence, a deontological perspective tends to be infl exible when contex-
tual details (e.g., the availability of minority members in a certain region, the extent to 
which members of one group might have a disposition or more relevant experience to 
perform better on a certain task than members of the other group) alter the outcome of 
the question ‘what is good?’. Second, good intentions do not always lead to equally good 
outcomes and may even contribute to evil consequences. What if, for example, the costs 
of trajectories for minorities are not earned back? To what extent could that be considered 
as a reasonable loss? A strict deontological perspective would consider such a question 
irrelevant as it does not seek the answer to a normative question in the potential conse-
quences (for business).
There are, however, also several objections to adopting utilitarianism as the moral 
point of reference. One of these concerns is that the utilitarian principle of the greatest 
amount of happiness for the greatest amount of people may include disadvantaging a 
minority for the benefi t of the majority. Examples may be restricting immigrants’ access 
to work or education to prevent them from “taking” jobs, or ensuring that minorities can 
only have jobs that are not popular among majority members. In societies where the law 
is based on utilitarianism only, it can therefore be that inequality, suppression, prejudice 
and discrimination can be judged to be morally benign when it leads to the most positive 
consequences for the majority. 
Second, a more fundamental diffi culty with utilitarianism is the extent to which people 
can predict what the consequences of their actions will be. There is a quantitative and a 
qualitative side to this. First of all, our bounded rationality limits our ability to understand 
the extent (i.e., quantity) of the consequences of our actions: We tend to have only a li-
mited regard for the outgroup in considering the potential consequences of alternative 
courses of action. Second, in utilitarianism there is generally no regard for the extent to 
which advantages and disadvantages may be qualitatively different: To what extent does 
an advantage for one person outweigh the disadvantage of another, and how do the me-
rits of justice, equality, profi t, sustainability etcetera compare to each other? Utilitarianism 
does not provide an answer to these questions that are critical in the application of utilita-
rianism to real-life situations. Indeed, despite the fact that in the past decades a common 
consciousness of the equality of all people has been established, in the Western world and 
in Western organizations – which are primarily governed by utilitarian lines of thought (cf. 
Edelman et al., 2001) - inequality, suppression and discrimination still exist (Plaut, 2010). 
Deontological Versus Utilitarian Arguments for Diversity
The differences between the deontological and the utilitarian moral paradigms provide 
the foundation of the difference between the equality and the business case perspectives 
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on diversity. Although equality and business case proponents both advocate an incre-
ase in the representation of minorities in the workplace, the underlying arguments are 
fundamentally different. From a deontological principle it is wrong to recruit, select and 
hence discriminate based on member characteristics1. In contrast, the business case per-
spective essentially entails an argument that is based on the utilitarian conviction that 
diversity yields better consequences than homogeneity for teams and organizations, i.e. 
that there is value in bringing together people who differ from each other on whatever 
characteristics. Consequently, according to the business case for diversity it actually can 
be benefi cial to recruit and select based on exactly those characteristics that according to 
the no-discrimination principle ought not to be selected upon.
Just as the arguments favouring diversity of the equality and the business case scho-
lars refl ect (moral) reasoning based on deontology and utilitarianism, the arguments in 
opposition to the equality and the business case perspectives refl ect arguments against 
deontology and utilitarianism. A fi rst concern with the business case argument for diver-
sity is that it actually does not celebrate diversity in itself, but that diversity is supported 
only if and as long as it drives competitive advantage and organizational profi t (Noon, 
2007). The business case rationale thus represents a contingent argument that considers 
minority members to be a means to an end, thereby violating the deontological principle 
that people ought not to be treated merely as a means (Greenwood, 2002). Second, the 
business case perspective on diversity appears to depart from the perspective that the 
single most important consequence that justifi es all means is competitive advantage and 
that it is an established notion that diversity leads to competitive advantage. Indeed, as 
Joshi and Roh (2007: 2) rhetorically wondered:
If researchers are unable to provide defi nitive answers regarding the benefi ts and overall per-
formance gains from diversity, why would companies continue to invest in and implement 
diversity management practices? 
The current empirical evidence however indicates that it is anything but an established no-
tion that diversity leads to competitive advantage (e.g., van Dijk et al., 2012). Following the 
contingent argument of the business case for diversity that organizations should pursue 
diversity as it is presumed to lead to competitive advantage, from a utilitarian perspective 
Joshi and Roh (2007) are right in suggesting that fi ndings that show that diversity does 
not enhance performance (or that diversity might even diminish performance) provide 
organizations with a (moral) justifi cation for pursuing homogeneity rather than diversity. 
This is not to say that there are no problems with the equality perspective on diversity. 
First, one may argue that the equality perspective tends to assume that (the compositi-
ons of ) member characteristics do not bear any consequences and that recruitment and 
selection based on those characteristics thus constitutes discrimination. One of the major 




outcomes of research to the consequences of diversity in work groups is that diversity 
does have consequences, but that those are contingent on the task characteristics (van 
Dijk et al., 2012). Consequently, in crafting diversity management strategies a context-sen-
sitivity may be needed that deontological principles by their nature have diffi culty to live 
up to (Clegg, Kornberger, & Rhodes, 2006). 
Second, a more fundamental problem with the equality perspective is its axiom that 
inequality is wrong and hence is to be avoided. Arguably, organizations are embedded in a 
utilitarian context where the highest goods are competitive advantage, shareholder value, 
and profi tability. Consequently, equality does not rank highest on the priority list of most 
organizations (see, for example, the uptake in modern Human Resource Management 
thinking on distinguishing different staff categories based on their added value, Huselid, 
Beatty, & Becker, 2003; Lepak & Snell, 1996). From a deontological perspective that stresses 
the worth of each human being irrespective of race, gender, colour etcetera, such a priori-
tization of business results over defeating inequality may come across as immoral, but in a 
business context where employees are commonly referred to as “resources” or “asset” and 
hence solely as means to an end, it constitutes a reality that is not likely to be sensitive to 
deontological principles and arguments.
The Necessity of a Novel Perspective on Managing Diversity
In light of the concerns raised above we argue that neither the equality nor the business 
case perspective for diversity yields a sustainable or viable framework for managing diver-
sity in the workplace. The problems we identifi ed are probably less apparent in practice 
because managing diversity practices tend to represent more of a blend of both perspec-
tives and thus are not exclusively based on deontological or utilitarian principles (Gagnon 
& Cornelius, 2000; Kirton et al., 2007; Tomlinson & Schwabenland, 2010). However, we argue 
that there are two reasons why blended diversity practices ultimately may cause more 
harm than good.
First, the lack of understanding of ethical theory underlying arguments in favor or 
against specifi c diversity practices can easily lead to rhetoric and practices that are not 
aligned with each other and/or that are not aligned with the company strategy. Pendry et 
al. (2007: 44) name the example of employees who undergo training aimed at improving 
gender relations and improving equal opportunities:
…should they step back into a working environment where, for example, there are subtle but 
institutionalized pressures dictating that women should place career before children, or the 
converse, then equal opportunities have not in truth been achieved. (…) effects may be ham-




Deontology and utilitarianism are only compatible inasmuch as they yield the same im-
plications. In fact, an assumption underlying the business case for diversity is that equality 
leverages business results and hence that there is utilitarian (fi nancial) merit in deontolo-
gical reasoning. The moment that this ceases to be true, a blend of more deontology- and 
of more utilitarianism-based diversity practices and strategies are likely to be ill-aligned 
and hence ineffective.
Second, we fear that the current status-quo in theory and practice about perspectives 
on managing diversity may lead to the perils of (a) diversity scepticism and (b) diversity 
opportunism. Diversity scepticism refers to a disbelief of the pro-diversity claims that are 
characteristic of the current business case rhetoric (e.g., Hansen, 2003) and that can easily 
translate into (hidden) anti-diversity practices. Less-extreme and more likely to emerge is 
the attitude of diversity opportunism, which can be conceptualized as openly supporting 
diversity when it is proven to be advantageous but (secretly) avoiding diversity when the 
consequences are likely to be less benefi cial. In fact, from a short-term utilitarian point of 
view such diversity opportunism may even represent the morally superior perspective on 
managing diversity as it entails that diversity is pursued when it is advantageous for busi-
ness and that it is avoided when it is disadvantageous. The interesting fact here is that it 
is indeed such an attitude of diversity opportunism that is promoted in several studies to 
the consequences of diversity: When fi ndings show positive relationships between homo-
geneity and (various indicators of ) performance, managers are recommended to invest in 
diversity management practices (e.g., Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2004). 
In contrast, when fi ndings show positive relationships between (certain dimensions of ) 
diversity and (various indicators of ) performance, these fi ndings are broadly quoted and 
exhibited in order to promote diversity (e.g., Catalyst, 2004).
Such utility-driven recommendations suggest that we should pursue a situation 
where, depending on the question whether they still add value to the business, minority 
members and diverse groups can be celebrated the one day yet disposed of the next. 
Derry (1996: 105) illustrates this point from a feminist ethics perspective:
…it is not a great step forward to say that women have terrifi c value in the workplace because 
now we recognize that female skills could do us some good. Women’s redemptive role will  last 
only as long as the current wave of management theory holds sway. 
Not only from a feminist or deontological (e.g., Noon, 2007) perspective such a future sce-
nario sounds horrendous, from a business perspective the contingent attitudes towards 
minority members and diverse groups (and, actually, towards all employees) closely res-
embles the inconsistency that Collins refers to as “the signature of mediocrity” (2009: 92), 
i.e. characteristic of companies that will never become really successful. Collins (2009: 92) 




describes such utility-driven companies as trying out “all sorts of new programs, new fads, 
new strategies (…). And when one silver bullet fails, they search for another and then yet 
another.” Surely there must be room for a better, more sustainable perspective on mana-
ging diversity in the workplace. 
In the next section we develop such a perspective based on virtue ethics. First we in-
troduce virtue ethics theory, subsequently we outline what a virtue ethics perspective on 
diversity entails. 
VIRTUE ETHICS AND DIVERSITY
Virtue ethics has originally been advanced by Aristotle in his Nicomachean Ethics, but 
gained renewed attention after MacIntyre (1981; 2007) modernized the concept and ar-
gued that the virtue ethics perspective is superior to moral perspectives such as deonto-
logy and utilitarianism (cf. González, 2003). In his historical account of how the different 
moral perspectives emerged, MacIntyre (2007) posits that deontology as well as utilitari-
anism suffered from the failed quest in the enlightenment period to identify an objective 
purpose or “telos” in life that could justify morality. Albeit the deontological and the uti-
litarian perspectives differ in their emphasis on the intentions or the wishes/aspirations 
of people and individuals, both have in common that their justifi cation of what is good is 
based on properties of people void of context (Clegg et al., 2006). And this is exactly where 
virtue ethics is radically different, for virtue ethics is grounded in the notion that morality 
can only be properly understood and assessed when the context in which the moral issue 
takes place is taken into account.  
Virtue can be defi ned as “excellence of any kind” (MacIntyre, 2007: 122). Because the 
ability to excel is grounded in a person’s character, virtues are generally denoted in terms 
of character traits that can be enacted upon. What kinds of virtues are considered virtuous 
is contingent on (a) the situational demands and (b) the position or role of the actor(s) 
involved. We fi rst explain what is meant with the latter before we turn to the former. 
Role theory posits that human beings are members of social positions or roles (e.g., 
parent, fi re-fi ghter, passenger, student) and hold expectations about their own and other 
people’s behaviours based on those roles (Biddle, 1986). These expectations are based on 
the conceptions, or, more specifi cally, ideal-types that people have of what is required by 
specifi c social roles. MacIntyre argues that virtues are those character traits or qualities 
which “enable an individual to do what his or her role requires” (2007: 128). For example, 
an ideal-type nurse is someone who, among others, promotes the interests and dignity of 
those in their care (Gallagher, 2004). In order to become such an exemplary nurse, practi-
cing the virtue of compassion would be an example of a quality that enables a nurse to 
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meet the expectations raised by his or her role. Hence, with each role comes an ideal-type 
that delineates the more or less perfect normative description of how that role ought 
to be fulfi lled, and the actual virtuous fulfi lment of a role by a person can only be done 
by exercising those virtues that lead to acting according to the ideal-type. This not only 
entails that different roles may require the exercise of different virtues, it also implies that 
an act (e.g., washing a patient) can be regarded as virtuous when it is done by one person 
(e.g., a nurse) but as vicious when done by another (e.g., a hospital manager).
Context is of crucial importance for what specifi c virtues are required. The situational 
demands of feeding a patient or assisting in an operation room do not change a nurse’s 
role membership, but they do alter what is expected of him or her. Virtue ethics thus posits 
that with a role or social position comes a certain responsibility and that context defi -
nes what that responsibility is. People can be held (morally) accountable for the extent to 
which they fulfi l their responsibilities, and the actual fulfi lment is done by exercising or 
practicing those virtues that match the normative prescriptions or expectations as deno-
ted in the ideal-type fulfi lment of the role. 
Consequently, in assessing the morality of an action, virtue ethics asks the question 
whether the actor has practiced the virtue that was required in the given situation (Ma-
cIntyre, 2007). In doing so, virtue ethics overcomes the deontological problem of acting 
based on a rule that in some contexts may be completely inappropriate, while the consis-
tency of the virtues overcomes the potential inconsistency and possibly even contradicti-
on in behaviours and actions that can result from utilitarianism. Moreover, people’s limited 
ability to predict the consequences of their actions easily causes a utilitarian approach to 
result in acting based on the anticipation of what enhances the happiness of the actor – or 
at most the overall happiness of the ingroup (e.g., team, organization) of the actor. Virtue 
ethics, however, in the words of MacIntyre (2007: 150):
…presupposes a crucial distinction between what any particular individual at any particular 
time takes to be good for himself and what is really good for him as a man[kind]. It is for the 
sake of achieving this latter good that we practice the virtues (…).
Hence, in practicing those virtues that belong to the social position or role that a person 
occupies, virtue ethics posits that ultimately the good of the society or community that 
the actor is embedded in will be established. What that “good” exactly constitutes is com-
pletely contingent on the situational demands, which causes virtue ethics to be richer 
and more capable of addressing and balancing different needs or demands (e.g., equality, 
profi t) than deontology or utilitarianism.
Now that we have introduced virtue ethics and contrasted it to deontology and utilitaria-
nism, we are ready to apply virtue ethics to the question of how to approach and manage 
diversity in organizations.




A Virtue Perspective on Diversity
As virtues refer to excellence or qualities of any kind that enable an individual to do what 
his or her role requires, the heart of a virtue ethics perspective on managing diversity lies 
in identifying and denoting those qualities that are considered pivotal to a job role or 
function. For issues concerning diversity such a focus on excellence in character and in 
qualities bears the important implication that other personal characteristics (including 
age, gender and ethnicity) are relevant only inasmuch they are undisputedly related to 
those qualities. There are two HRM domains where this is particularly pertinent and that 
serve well as illustrations, namely recruitment and selection, and performance manage-
ment. 
Recruitment and selection
Despite decades of research and attention to discrimination in recruitment and selec-
tion, present-day it is still widespread (Agars, 2004; Davison & Burke, 2000; Plaut, 2010). The 
causes of discrimination in the recruitment and selection process are often contingent 
on the specifi c circumstances and the type of job (e.g., demographic characteristics of 
the recruiter, perceived fi t between job type and demographic characteristics of the ap-
plicant). One common denominator, however, is that when discrimination in recruitment 
and selection occurs, it generally has to do with stereotypes being held by the recruiter. 
As has been substantially demonstrated for instance, the female gender stereotype is of-
ten at odds with stereotypes we have of the ‘typical’, and particularly the ‘ideal’ worker 
(Burgess & Borgida, 1999; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 2001). Consequently, gender ste-
reotypes have been shown to bias, among others, hiring and promotion decisions (Heil-
man, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Vinkenburg, van Engen, Eagly, 
& Johannesen-Schmidt, 2011).  
We suggest that a virtue ethics approach to recruitment and selection could help in 
battling these persisting inequalities, not only to the benefi t of minority group members 
but also to the benefi t of the organization. A focus on virtues as the prime recruitment 
criteria entails that before job applicants are assessed, those virtues that they will be eva-
luated upon need to be identifi ed. This requires discussing and describing the virtues that 
are possessed by the ideal-type of person in the role or position that is vacant. During this 
process, stereotypes can be addressed and corrected in order to create the profi le of the 
ideal-type (cf. Dortants, 2010). To use the nurse example again, virtues that may be menti-
oned are compassion, courage, and respectfulness (Armstrong, 2006). As it may be hard to 
assess to what extent a candidate possesses those virtues, the identifi cation of the ideal-
type virtues needs to be followed by describing suitable indicators or criteria. It is here 
where some may suggest that positive patient ratings is an indicator of respectfulness and 
CHAPTER 7
168
that being female is an indicator of compassion. The explication of these two proposed 
indicators provides other recruitment and selection committee members to address the 
accuracy of these (stereotypical) expectancies and, if necessary, disapprove of them.
Consequently, a focus on virtues that the ideal-type candidate possesses in order to 
successfully conduct his or her role can help recruitment and selection committee mem-
bers in distinguishing an ideal-type from a stereotypical candidate. Not only can this re-
sult in a less biased recruitment and selection process and hence in reduced prejudice, 
discrimination and inequality, it can also help the recruitment and selection committee 
members in engaging in a recruitment and selection process that is focused more on only 
those criteria that are highly relevant to performing well in the role of a nurse.
Performance management
Discrimination, prejudice and stereotyping do not stop once people are employed by the 
organization. There is ample evidence that minority group members face discrimination 
in the different phases of the performance management process too. Performance ma-
nagement refers to the measurement and management of employee performance and 
includes the creation of performance standards, methods to measure and evaluate per-
formance based on those standards, and providing feedback through, e.g., (formal) perfor-
mance reviews (Armstrong & Baron, 2005; Den Hartog, Boselie, & Paauwe, 2004). 
Because majority members tend to have more voice in creating performance stand-
ards, it is likely that the performance standards will be more considerate towards majority 
members than towards minority members (e.g., not taking maternity leave into account 
when compiling a list of best performing employees based on, e.g., number of media ap-
pearances or amount of sales). With regard to measuring and evaluating performance, 
there’s a long track record of bias in performance evaluations against minority members 
(Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992; Hekman, Aquino, Owens, Mitchell, Schilpzand, & Leavitt, 
2010; Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Stauffer & Buckley, 2005). 
Just as in the recruitment and selection process, we suggest that a virtue ethics ap-
proach could reduce the inequalities that are caused by these biases and, consequently, 
be benefi cial to the organization and its members. This requires the identifi cation of the 
(prime) virtues needed for each role in the organization, and subsequently the creation 
of performance indicators in order to assess the extent to which a person possesses and 
correctly practices those virtues. Next to reducing bias in performance evaluations, we 
believe such a virtues-based performance management process may result in more focus 
on those performance criteria that relate to sustainable, long-term business results (cf. the 
literature on the importance of setting mastery or development goals instead of perfor-
mance goals (e.g., Butera, Darnon, & Mugny, 2011; Dewettinck, 2008; Jawahar & Williams, 




1997): As a virtues-based performance management process would focus on the extent to 
which individuals master the virtues that are required for performing on a certain role, it 
more or less automatically emphasizes the importance of acquiring and developing com-
petencies over demonstrating that competence in comparison to others). 
Having denoted what a virtue perspective on diversity within organizations entails 
and how it can be applied to two highly-relevant HRM domains, we discuss how a virtue 
perspective can be embedded within the larger organizational context. 
A Values and Virtues Perspective on Diversity
What we fi nd is that the enduring great enterprises are driven by purpose beyond money and 
success. That purpose is rooted in core values that they will not compromise. – Collins (2010, 
in a seminar)
A pending question that remains is whether a virtue approach to diversity is limited 
to focussing on the core virtues of the individual employees, or whether it also has impli-
cations on a more aggregate or general level. If not, a plausible concern could be that the 
individual focus might result in incompatible profi les for different job positions and that, 
as a consequence, the organization operates more as a collection of individuals than as a 
collective whole (cf. Collins, 2009; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989).
We propose that this is where the importance of (core) business values comes in. Busi-
ness values can be regarded as normative aspects of the (corporate) culture that defi nes 
how to do business (Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Barney, 1986). More specifi cally, values can be 
defi ned as “concepts or beliefs about desirable end states or behaviors that transcend spe-
cifi c situations, guide selection or evaluation of behaviour and events, and are ordered by 
relative importance” (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987: 551). Whereas virtues thus represent indivi-
dual qualities that can be enacted upon, values denote what virtues are valued as most 
important. For example, in the health care sector virtues represents those qualities that are 
needed in order to pursue excellence in caring, whereas values guide the physician into 
what he or she should give priority: cost effectiveness or quality of care (cf. van der Wal, 
de Graaf, & Lawton, 2011). This entails that values may change: over time the focus of an 
organization may develop and hence alter. Virtues, on the other hand, are stable: no matter 
if and to what extent quality of care is preferred; when a physician is spending time with 
patients there is a given set of virtues that will enable him or her to excel in that practice.
In her inventory of more than 20 years of research to high performance companies, 
Kirby (2005) denoted that a strong set of values is one of the characteristics that such 
companies have in common (cf. Collins & Porras, 1997). Values related to equality (e.g., 
inclusiveness) could play an important role in fostering diversity. Indeed, Pless and Maak 
(2004: 130) argue that the potential of workforce diversity can only be unleashed when a 
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culture of inclusion is established:
Diversity is fi rst and foremost, a cultural question and thus a question of norms, values, be-
liefs and expectations. As such, it is an ethical question and determined by some very essen-
tial founding principles of human coexistence.  Not before this is taken into consideration, ac-
knowledged and institutionalized, can “diversity management” be successful.
We therefore coin the approach to managing diversity that we have advanced in this arti-
cle the “values and virtues perspective”. Virtues represent the core aspects of our perspec-
tive and involve excellence to be pursued by individual employees within the organiza-
tion. Values bring focus to and create coherence among the virtues and hence involve 
excellence to be pursued by the organization (cf. Ibarra-Colado, Clegg, Rhodes, & Korn-
berger, 2006). 
Rebuttals to Arguments Against our Values and Virtues Perspective
Thus having denoted what our values and virtues perspective entails, it is likely that se-
veral questions linger. More specifi cally, one might wonder if our perspective will lead to 
less prejudice and stereotyping, if it can really enhance equality, and if it really contributes 
to the bottom-line of organizational performance.
To start with the fi rst, one might argue that ideal types can easily be infl uenced by ste-
reotypes and hence be biased in favour of majority members. Role congruity theory (Eagly 
& Karau, 2002), for example, proposes that prejudice is likely to occur when inconsistencies 
exist between member characteristics (e.g., being female) and the characteristics that are 
(stereo)typically associated with a certain role or ideal type (e.g., being male for leaders). 
This illustrates a common criticism against virtue ethics about the likelihood that ideal 
types are subject to prejudice and bias (e.g., Derry, 1996). 
Whereas we agree that such biases may be apparent, we name two reasons why we 
contend that our values and virtues perspective could reduce prejudice. First, we believe 
that virtues are less clearly associated with member characteristics than roles – or at least 
may be more ambiguous in their associations with member characteristics (cf. Kirton & 
Healy, 2009). In the example of the nurse - which stereotypically is depicted as a feminine 
role - the virtue of compassion may be categorized as feminine, but the virtue of courage 
will likely be categorized as masculine. Likewise, the role of an engineer will be easily ca-
tegorized as masculine, but what about virtues that belong to being an engineer like sen-
sitivity to risk or respect for nature (Harris, 2008)? We do not deem those to be gendered 
virtues – or, if anything, more feminine than masculine. 
Second, the main problem with stereotypes and prejudice is that they generally ope-
rate on a sub-conscious level. In order to eradicate stereotypes, we thus fi rst must become 
aware of the fact that we have stereotypes and that they infl uence the decision-making 




process. The process of delineating virtues forces people to make any beliefs about po-
tential indicators of certain virtues salient, thereby creating better opportunities to falsify 
stereotypes and focus on individuating information instead. Nevertheless, in the process 
of identifying the prime virtues and their respective performance indicators for each ideal 
type, it is of vital importance that not only the dominant coalition but a wide range of 
employees are involved.
From a deontological stance, a problem with our values and virtues perspective might 
be that it represents a liberal approach to equality: If inclusiveness or equality is not one 
of the organization’s core values, then how does our perspective enhance the position of 
minority members? 
Next to less bias in selection and appraisal procedures, we believe there are two other 
ways in which our perspective can enhance equality. First, with its emphasis on delinea-
ting an organization’s core values, our perspective forces the (top) management team to 
be more outspoken in whether or not they endorse equality and to align their strategy 
accordingly (cf. Pless & Maak, 2004). This is all the more important because (top) manage-
ment support has been found pivotal in enhancing equality in organizations (Kalev, Dob-
bin, & Kelly, 2006). Our perspective thus can help (top) managers to create an inclusive 
organization if they want to. Second, our values and virtues perspective is not necessarily 
a substitute for more progressive policies and practices endorsing equality. Indeed, one of 
the advantages of virtue ethics is that it does not confl ict with deontology or utilitarianism 
and thus can easily be used for complementing, for example, deontological rules and/or 
requirements (MacIntyre, 2007; cf. González, 2003). Consequently, our values and virtues 
perspective can be adopted regardless of whether country legislation enforces them to 
pay attention to equality, and it can be combined with other approaches aimed at promo-
ting equality (e.g., threshold selection, Noon, 2012).
Finally, it may be unclear how exactly our values and virtues perspective may enhance 
organizational performance. First, we have argued how virtues-centred selection and ap-
praisal procedures may reduce bias. This entails that the assessments of candidates and 
employees may be less infl uenced by task-irrelevant criteria but focus more on qualities 
that contribute to their (potential) job performance. Second, the centrality of an organiza-
tion’s values in our perspective may enhance the alignment of an organization’s diversity 
policy with their strategic aims (cf. Dickens, 1999). In turn, ample research – among others 
research in HRM – has shown that strategic alignment enhances organizational perfor-
mance (Becker, Huselid, & Ulrich, 2001; Paauwe, 2004). Third, pro-diversity values are likely 
to enhance the social legitimacy of an organization, which refers to “a generalized percep-
tion or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate wit-
hin some socially-constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and defi nitions” (Suchman, 
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1995: 574). As such, pro-diversity values may increase the societal support and trust that is 
needed in order to perform well.  
Consequently, in everything it is of utmost importance that organizations carefully ‘re-
think’ the values that guide their choices (Albert, Ashfort, & Dutton, 2000). When practiced 
accordingly, we argue that the organizational actors’ enactment of those values by means 
of practicing virtues could lead to outcomes that are aspired by equality as well as by 
business case scholars. Note, however, that such prospects about the practical consequen-
ces of our values and virtues perspective are tentative. The contribution of this paper is 
theoretical: Empirical research is needed to substantiate - or falsify – the value of our per-
spective. In addition, the merit of our perspective is likely to be contingent on the extent 
to which it diverges from existing practices. Legislative differences across countries have 
created a wide variety of organizational practices aimed at managing diversity (Mor Barak, 
2011). The consequences of our values and virtues perspective will probably be more no-
ticeable when its implications diverge more from current practices.
Final Remarks
In the present paper, we have discussed the contrasts between the equality and the busi-
ness case perspective on diversity from a moral perspective and reasoned that they are 
stuck in a stalemate position because they are built on opposing moral perspectives. In 
practice – and sometimes also in research – the binary between the equality and the busi-
ness case perspective is often less strong (Tomlinson & Schwabenland, 2010). One of the 
reasons for this may be that business case scholars sometimes use deontological princi-
ples (e.g., in arguing that profi tability is a business imperative) and that equality scholars 
sometimes use utilitarian arguments (e.g., in quoting studies that show that diversity en-
hances business performance) in building their case (cf. Kirton et al., 2007). We introdu-
ced virtue ethics and advanced our values and virtues perspective as a more congruent, 
context-sensitive and, consequently, more sustainable approach to managing diversity. 
We posit that our perspective can enhance equality as well as business outcomes. Obvi-
ously, these claims need to be put to the test. Our perspective thus opens up venues for 
empirical research that hopefully push the fi eld forward. 





1 This is under the assumption that such discrimination leads to ingroup favoritism and thus advantages for 
majority group members. Equality scholars differ in the extent to which they would favor affi rmative action or 
positive discrimination policies (cf. Liff, 1997; Liff & Dickens, 2000). Equality scholars who emphasize “difference” 
generally favor such policies because they compensate minority group members for (structural) inequalities (i.e. 
emphasizing colorful approaches). In contrast, equality scholars who emphasize “sameness” generally reject such 
policies based on the argument that all people are essentially the same and hence should be treated the same 






Overview of the chapters in which research questions are (partially) addressed.
RESEARCH QUESTION CHAPTER(S)
General Research Question: To what extent and how does work group diver-
sity impact group performance?
2, 3, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 1. To what extent do demographic diversity and job-rela-
ted diversity in work groups differentially impact group performance?
2
Research Question 2. How and to what extent do status-related processes 
affect the relationship between work group diversity and group performance?
3, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 3. How and to what extent do stereotypes affect the rela-
tionship between work group diversity and group performance?
2, 4, 5, 6
Research Question 4. From a moral perspective, what is the best approach to 
managing diversity?
7
Note: Chapters in bold indicate the chapters that most clearly answer the respective research question. The other 





DIVERSITY, STATUS, AND PERFORMANCE: DISCUSSION
In Chapter 1, I presented a number of research questions that I aimed to address in my 
dissertation (see Table 1). In this fi nal chapter I want to refl ect upon the extent to which I 
have provided answers to those research questions in this dissertation.
Research Question 1 (To what extent do demographic diversity and job-related diversity 
in work groups differentially impact group performance?) was addressed in Chapter 2, where 
a meta-analysis was presented that showed that teams that are diverse in job-related cha-
racteristics tend to outperform demographically diverse teams only on highly complex 
and on innovative tasks. Any other differences between demographic and job-related di-
versity in their relationships with performance can mainly be accounted for by subjective 
performance ratings of raters external to a team – more objective performance indicators 
do not support the notion that demographic and job-related diversity have different con-
sequences for in-role performance indicators. We attributed this fi nding to the predomi-
nant stereotypical beliefs about diverse teams: Demographic diversity is (stereo)typically 
depicted as having a negative impact on performance, whereas job-related diversity is 
(stereo)typically depicted as having a positive impact on performance. Because external 
raters interact less frequently with the team (as opposed to team members or leaders who 
are part of the team), they may be more susceptible to be infl uenced by such stereotypical 
beliefs when they assess the performance of diverse teams (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The 
subsequent chapters built on these fi ndings in that their focus was on the extent to which 
stereotype- and status-related processes impact the diversity-performance relationship. 
Whereas Chapter 2 primarily focused on the performance outcomes of work group diver-
sity, the subsequent chapters thus were mainly involved with the group processes and 
dynamics underlying the diversity-performance relationship.
Chapters 3-6 provided conceptualizations (Chapters 3 and 6) and tests (Chapters 4 and 
5) of the extent to which stereotype- and status-related group processes account for the 
diversity-performance relationship. In the bi-theoretical perspective that diversity resear-
chers commonly used to understand and explain the diversity-performance relationship, 
stereotype- and status-related processes are absent (e.g., van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & 
Homan, 2004). Chapter 3 provided a theoretical argument about the role of status in the 
diversity-performance relationship, and the Status Confi guration Process Model (Chapter 
6) delineated how stereotype- and status-related processes assume centre stage in the 
diversity-performance relationship. Individual- (Chapter 4) and group-level (Chapter 5) 
data from an experiment provide empirical validation for the idea that stereotypical asso-
ciations with member characteristics create status differences between group members, 
and that those status differences guide group behaviour and performance. Altogether, 
these chapters answered Research Question 2 (How and to what extent do status-related 
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processes affect the relationship between work group diversity and group performance?) and 
3 (How and to what extent do stereotypes affect the relationship between work group diver-
sity and group performance?).
Thus having examined the relationship between work group diversity and group per-
formance and its underlying group processes, Chapter 7 discussed the more meta-level 
implications of diversity research. From a moral point of view, we argued that the two 
conventional approaches to managing diversity (i.e. the business case and the equality 
approach) at least theoretically oppose each other and hence cannot be integrated into 
a single approach to managing diversity (thereby answering Research Question 4). More-
over, we identifi ed several shortcomings of both approaches and advanced an alternative 
approach that is based on virtue ethics. The heart of our approach lies in identifying and 
denoting the virtues (i.e. qualities) that are considered pivotal to a job role or function. In 
doing so, managers may learn to look beyond their initial and category-based impressions 
and – instead - recruit, select, train and assess based on virtues. We posited that such a 
virtues-based approach reduces discrimination and therefore may increase the represen-
tation of minorities in the workplace. Moreover, because virtues are supposed to represent 
those qualities that are required for job performance, we argued that a focus on virtues 
enable employees to excel in their jobs. Accordingly, we posited that our virtues-based ap-
proach reduces discrimination and enhances performance, thereby leading to outcomes 
that are aspired by equality as well as business case scholars.
Before turning to answering the general research question, I would like to point out 
some common threads that run through the different chapters. In dissecting the proces-
ses underlying the diversity-performance relationship, Chapters 3-6 represent the core of 
this dissertation, with the SCPM as its pinnacle. Interestingly, there are some commona-
lities between the fi ndings of the meta-analysis and the SCPM, and between the SCPM 
and the virtues approach that have not been discussed in the individual chapters. I will 
therefore discuss those commonalities here.
Diversity Clusters and the SCPM
The dichotomy between demographic- and job-related diversity (see Chapter 2) threatens 
to divide diversity research into different research domains, each involved with different 
processes and outcomes: Whereas information/decision-making processes tend to be 
mainly related to job-related diversity, social categorization processes tend to be mainly 
related to demographic diversity. Because the information/decision-making perspective 
traditionally accounts for diversity’s positive consequences and the social categorization 
perspective for diversity’s negative effects, conventional wisdom in the fi eld suggests that 





sions of diversity is the domain of negative performance effects (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; 
Joshi & Roh, 2009; Webber & Donahue, 2001). In their recent meta-analysis of the diversity-
performance relationship, Bell, Villado, Lukasik, Belau, and Briggs (2011: 730) even argue 
that each dimension (here: variable) of diversity (e.g., age, gender, functional background) 
should be studied independently:
Making statements that suggest diversity is “good,” “bad,” or unrelated to team performance 
without  specifying the variable of interest and the way in which diversity is conceptualized, is 
a fl awed approach.
More and more, researchers thus tend to suggest that there is no use in studying the con-
sequences of work group diversity in general: Different clusters (demographic, job-related, 
deep-level) and/or dimensions (e.g., age, ethnicity, tenure) of diversity are thought to be 
involved with different processes and outcomes. 
The theory and empirical results that are presented in this dissertation warrant against 
such an understanding of diversity’s consequences1. Of course, the data that speaks most 
directly to this issue is the meta-analytical comparison between the effects of demograp-
hic and of job-related diversity on group performance. However, on a more fundamental 
level the SCPM provides a strong argument against the idea that different clusters and/or 
dimensions of diversity are involved with different processes and hence should be studied 
separately. Instead of attributing different diversity-performance outcomes to differences 
between clusters and/or dimensions of diversity, the SCPM points at the role that context 
plays in accounting for differences in diversity-performance relationships: The task-role 
stereotypes that depict the supposedly ideal or prototypical worker are likely to differ per 
task. For example, it is likely that educational background is not a salient characteristic in 
the task-role for football players, but that age and physical appearance are. In contrast, 
physical appearance may only to a limited extent be a salient characteristic in the task-role 
for computer experts, but age and - in particular - educational background likely are. As a 
consequence, a dimension or cluster of diversity may have more of an impact on outco-
mes like group performance in some task contexts than in other task contexts. 
I thus oppose the idea that different processes underlie the effects of different diver-
sity clusters or dimensions and that each cluster or dimension of diversity should be stu-
died independently. This is however not to say that I believe each cluster or dimension 
of diversity to yield similar consequences. Because some characteristics (e.g., gender) are 
more prone to becoming subject of task-role stereotypes than other characteristics (e.g., 
length), it is likely that characteristics that are liable to be part of task-related stereotypes 
will be more consequential than characteristics that are not. Moreover, there may be a 
direct linear relationship between a characteristics’ liability to stereotyping and the extent 
to which stereotypical attributions are inaccurate. Think, for example, of gender, which is 
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the characteristic that is most susceptible to being part of task-role stereotypes. Whereas 
there was a mass increase in the representation of women in the global workforce in the 
past decades, most task-role stereotypes are persistent in depicting men as the prototy-
pical or ideal workers (Eagly, 1987; Nelson, Acker, & Manis, 1996). Try to think of the gender 
that is typically associated with different types of jobs – I fi nd it much easier to think of 
jobs that depict men as the prototypical worker than of jobs that are stereotypically asso-
ciated with female workers. Different relationships of dimensions of diversity with group 
performance may therefore very well be caused by their liability to being part of task-role 
stereotypes: If it is true that characteristics that are prone to stereotyping are more likely to 
lead to inaccurate attributions, then based on the SCPM it follows that stereotype-prone 
characteristics are more likely to be related to reduced performance than characteristics 
that are less likely to become the subject of task-role stereotypes. Given that demograp-
hic characteristics such as gender and ethnicity tend to be more susceptible to be part of 
task-role stereotypes than job-related characteristics such as tenure and functional back-
ground, demographically diverse teams may be met with more suspicion than teams that 
are diverse in job-related characteristics. 
These potentially different impacts that different dimensions of diversity may have 
on performance do however not suggest that different dimensions are involved with dif-
ferent processes. It just implies that some dimensions of diversity are more likely to fall 
prey to, for example, social categorization processes than other dimensions of diversity. 
This dissertation thus indicates that different dimensions of diversity all are susceptible to 
the same processes and that, consequently, one model can cover the basic processes that 
explain the consequences of different dimensions of diversity. 
Seeing the SCPM Through an Ethical Lens
Task role is a central concept in the SCPM as well as in the virtues approach (Chapter 7). 
The difference is that in the SCPM task role stereotypes are the topic of scrutiny, whereas 
task role prototypes are key to understanding the virtues approach. This difference may be 
somewhat confusing, but distinguishing between the two leads to interesting insights for 
the SCPM. 
Task-role stereotypes delineate people’s individual beliefs and ideas about what the 
ideal or prototypical worker would (and should) look like and how he or she would (and 
should) behave (cf. Biddle, 1986; Eagly, 1987). Task-role prototypes delineate a shared idea 
about what the ideal or prototypical worker would (and should) look like and how he or 
she would (and should) behave. Whereas task-role stereotypes thus represent (subcon-
scious) subjective conceptions that may differ between individuals, task-role prototypes 





discussion and is agreed-upon by a wide variety of stakeholders. In our virtues approach, 
we have argued that during the process of agreeing upon the task-role prototype, task-
role stereotypes are shared, discussed, and falsifi ed where needed, thus reducing the likeli-
hood of discrimination (see Chapter 7). The SCPM however suggests that such a process of 
scrutiny in work groups may also enhance group performance by shaping more accurate 
status confi gurations.
According to the SCPM, status confi gurations are for a large extent based on a compa-
rison between people’s social roles and task-role stereotypes: The higher the level of role 
congruency, the higher a person’s status is (cf. Eagly & Karau, 2002). Status confi guration 
accuracy (the extent to which group members’ relative status truthfully refl ects their res-
pective levels of task competence) is an important moderator of the relationship between 
a work group’s status confi guration and group performance, with more accurate percep-
tions of a group’s status confi guration leading to higher levels of performance. The extent 
to which a status confi guration is accurate is likely to depend on the accuracy of a person’s 
task-role stereotypes. If group members inaccurately think that, for example, male group 
members are more competent at a task at hand, then the male group members will mis-
takenly rank higher on the status confi guration pertaining to that specifi c task. In the pro-
cess of converting individually-held, subconscious task-role stereotypes into group-level 
shared conceptions of task-role prototypes, it is likely that status confi gurations will be 
more accurate and hence enhance group performance.
Work Group Diversity: What You See is What You Get
That having said, it is time to look at the General Research Question of this dissertation: To 
what extent and how does work group diversity impact group performance? After four years 
of studying this topic that resulted in the previous six chapters, my conclusion and answer 
to this question is the following:
Diversity is what you make of it.
There are a number of observations that contribute to this conclusion.
First, the fi ndings from our meta-analysis (Chapter 2) suggest that the conventional 
wisdom about the differential effects of demographic and job-related diversity has been 
built on popular beliefs. More objective assessments of performance do not indicate there 
to be signifi cant differences between the consequences of demographic and job-related 
diversity. It is likely that the large proportion of diversity studies that used performance 
ratings provided by raters external to the team have created the impression among diver-
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sity researchers that demographic and job-related diversity do differentially impact group 
performance. It may thus very well be that diversity research has contributed to this false 
belief. Given the effect that expectations and attributions can have on behaviour and per-
formance (see my next point), it is an interesting question to what extent this false belief 
(about the negative performance effects of demographic diversity and the positive per-
formance effects of job-related diversity) has infl uenced diverse work groups.
Second, the multilevel analysis of our experiment (Chapter 4) indicates that stereo-
type- and status-related processes tend to function in a self-fulfi lling fashion: Group mem-
bers who are confronted with negative stereotypes are generally attributed a lower status 
ranking, which tends to result in more submissive behaviour and reduced performance. In 
contrast, high-status rankings are the result of positive stereotypes, which tend to result 
in more dominant behaviour and enhanced performance. The group-level analysis of our 
experiment (Chapter 5) shows that these stereotype- and status-related processes impact 
group performance: Status predicts infl uence, and infl uence predicts group members’ im-
pact on group performance (see also the SCPM, Chapter 6).
Third, the multilevel analysis of our experiment (Chapter 4) shows that the self-fulfi lling 
effects of stereotype- and status-related processes can be attenuated by diversity beliefs. 
This entails that the infl uence of some processes underlying the diversity-performance 
relationship can be altered – or at least on the individual level. What this suggests is that, 
although persistent, stereotypes can be changed and/or that people can choose not to 
act upon stereotypes. Note that this corresponds with other research to diversity beliefs, 
which indicates that the performance of diverse groups tends to be enhanced when peo-
ple value diversity (e.g., Homan, van Knippenberg, van Kleef, & De Dreu, 2007; van Dick; van 
Knippenberg, Hagele, Guillaume, & Brodbeck, 2008; van Knippenberg, Haslam, & Platow, 
2007).
Finally, our SCPM (Chapter 6) suggests that task-role stereotypes to a large extent de-
termine and shape the interactions of diverse groups. Because task-role stereotypes can 
be scrutinized and replaced by task-role prototypes that are likely to yield more accurate 
status confi gurations (Chapter 7), the consequences of work group diversity are not ne-
cessarily a given: They can be moulded and changed.
Before I discuss the implications for theory, research and practice of this dissertation and 
conclusion, I will discuss its limitations.
Limitations
In contending that diversity is what you make of it, there are two inherent self-criticisms 
when it comes to the meta-analysis. The fi rst is that we didn’t measure or manipulate peo-





Dean, Ehrhart, & Singh, 2011). It may be that, for example, predominant beliefs against 
demographic diversity and in favour of job-related diversity affected the outcomes in an 
unknown way. It is therefore recommended that future meta-analytical examinations of 
the diversity-performance relationship include diversity beliefs as a moderator. However, 
Stegmann (2011) concluded in a recent attempt that there were not yet enough primary 
studies that included diversity beliefs for conducting such a meta-analysis. It may there-
fore be needed to wait a few more years for conducting such a meta-analysis.  
Second, the contention that diversity is what you make of it raises the question what 
value should be attributed to the outcomes of our meta-analysis. That is, if diversity-per-
formance relationships can change over time, then what is the value of our current meta-
analytical fi ndings? From a predictive point of view, the value may be limited – or even 
non-existent: If people will value diversity differently in the years to come, it may very well 
be that such a change will impact the diversity-performance relationship. Being the most 
comprehensive meta-analysis of the diversity-performance relationship to date, our cur-
rent meta-analysis however does provide interesting and useful information about the 
current state of the science – and an interesting benchmark for a follow-up study.
A fi nal limitation of this dissertation is that no fi eld data has been gathered about the 
role of stereotype- and status-related processes in the diversity-performance relationship. 
Of course, the SCPM is designed to be context-sensitive and is thus meant to be applicable 
across a wide range of (organizational) settings where diverse groups work together on 
specifi c tasks. However, the SCPM has mainly been developed based on studies that have 
been conducted in the lab (e.g., Chapter 4 and 5). The applicability of the SCPM to (various) 
organizational contexts thus remains speculative until it is empirically verifi ed. 
Implications for Theory and Research
Notwithstanding these limitations, there are a number of implications from this disserta-
tion for (diversity) theory and research. Many implications have been discussed in the pre-
vious chapters, therefore I would like to limit the theoretical implications here to the ones 
that have not been mentioned earlier. Of course, one of the main implications of this study 
for diversity research is that stereotype- and status-related process in diverse groups mat-
ter! But there is a more fundamental argument to make here: This dissertation shows the 
importance of taking a multidisciplinary approach to understanding (work group) diver-
sity. The chapters on the role of stereotype- and status-related processes in accounting for 
the consequences of work group diversity already show the contribution of a multidisci-
plinary approach, but this point is perhaps best conveyed by Chapter 7. By using moral 
theory to dissect the debate between equality and business case scholars, we were able 
to point at the core differences between their respective approaches to managing diver-
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sity and provide an alternative approach. Diversity is a complex theme that, somewhat 
depending on the specifi c research question of interest, can only be properly understood 
by considering and combining insights from, Organizational Psychology, Social Psychol-
ogy, Sociology, Ethics, Law, and (Human Resource) Management – among others (cf. Plaut, 
2010). I hope that this dissertation inspires researchers to take the time to explore what 
they can learn from other disciplines for their research. 
Second, in particular our multilevel analysis of the experiment (Chapter 4) and – to a 
lesser extent - the SCPM point out that individual- and group-level phenomena both have 
a strong impact on the diversity-performance relationship. Without understanding what 
the infl uence of status is at the individual and subgroup level, I would not have been able 
to comprehend the impact that status could have on the behaviour and performance of 
diverse groups. Likewise, stereotyping is a topic that is generally studied on the intraper-
sonal or dyadic level. Understanding how stereotypes qualify group-level processes thus 
requires a comprehension of the consequences of stereotypes at the individual level. 
The fi rst implication of this is that our conceptualizations of the consequences of di-
verse work groups may require some pinpointing down to the individual level. Vice versa, 
understanding what happens at the individual level within diverse groups requires an 
understanding of how group dynamics and behaviour infl uence individual group mem-
bers. Any theorizing about individual or group performance needs to take such top-down 
and bottom-up processes into account. Second and related, it is important that empirical 
studies to the consequences of diversity accordingly, i.e. by conducting cross-level analy-
ses. Now that the methods for conducting multilevel analyses are becoming increasingly 
sophisticated yet easy to use, the fi eld would benefi t from studies that adopt a multilevel 
approach.  
Last but – certainly – not least, the contention that diversity is what you make of it sug-
gests that (the lack of ) diversity management practices can have a relatively large impact. 
Here it is interesting to note that an experiment by Chatman, Boisnier, Spataro, Ander-
son and Berdahl (2008) that was comparable to our multilevel analysis of the experiment 
(Chapter 4) yielded results that were similar to the pro-similarity condition. This suggests 
that pro-similarity is the default belief and that proactive diversity management is needed 
for instilling pro-diversity beliefs and/or a climate for inclusion (Shore et al., 2011). The 
good news here is that much research has already been conducted to benevolent diversi-
ty management practices (e.g., Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006). However, the bad news – and 
potentially the cause of the good news – is that research to the effects of diversity man-
agement practices is rather oblique (Pendry, Driscoll, & Field, 2007). This may not come at 
too much of a surprise given that in this dissertation I have argued that our understanding 





cesses have been largely ignored in earlier theories on the diversity-performance relation-
ship, and thus are likely to have been absent in theorizing on effective diversity manage-
ment practices. A possible venue for future research is therefore to apply the insights on 
stereotype- and status related processes as advanced in this dissertation to the literature 
on managing (work group) diversity. 
Practical Implications
Following my previous suggestion, I have created a decision tree for (HR) managers based 
on the insights advanced in this dissertation (see Figure 1). The decision tree shows the 
specifi c interventions that may be useful when diffi culties are encountered in managing 
and working with diverse teams. 
The fi rst question to be asked is whether or not there are task-role stereotypes: Do 
group members tend to believe that people with certain characteristics (e.g., male, short, 
Master of Science, conscientious, x years of experience) than people lacking those cha-
racteristics? Depending on whether the answer to this question is yes (and provided that 
group members differ on those characteristics), it is likely that there is a status confi gura-
tion that delineates the status differences between group members. If the status confi gu-
ration (a) accurately refl ects differences in task-competence between group members, (b) 
differs between tasks, but (c) is constant within tasks, then diversity may leverage coordi-
nation and effi ciency within the work group.  
However, if the status confi guration does not accurately distinguish between better 
and worse group members (condition a – see the status confi guration state of ignorance 
in Chapter 3), then the task-role stereotypes are at fault and need to be falsifi ed. A notable 
way in which this can be done is by organizing a discussion of the virtues that are required 
for task performance with all group members (see Chapter 7). If the status confi guration 
does not differ between tasks (condition b – see the status confi guration state of sup-
pression in Chapter 3), then this suggests the presence of a halo effect in which group 
members expect high-status group members who are competent at certain tasks to be 
competent at other tasks as well. Of course, it may be that one or several group mem-
bers are the most competent group members at all group tasks and therefore constantly 
rank highest in different status confi gurations. If, however, there are no between-task dif-
ferences in the status confi guration whereas there are between-task differences in group 
members’ relative levels of competence, then it may very well be that there are (power) 
structures in place that enhance or leverage the infl uence of high-status group members 
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French & Raven, 1959). Consequently, (power) decentralization may be the key to change 
in these groups. Interestingly, for work groups that are confronted with an unstable status 
confi guration (condition c – see the status confi guration state of confl ict in Chapter 3), the 
problem and corresponding solution may be the reverse: Because within-task differences 
in status confi gurations are likely to cause diffusion and confl ict about who is responsi-
ble for what, in such groups some (power) structures may be needed in order to provide 
clarity on who is responsible and accountable for what aspects of the task (cf. Groysberg, 
Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011). 
To the extent that differences between group members are incongruent with task-role 
stereotypes, our decision tree suggests that these differences may leverage innovation 
if (i) the differences do not create a divide (i.e., subgroups) between group members be-
longing to different categories and (ii) there are no communication problems between 
diverse group members. With regard to the possibility of subgroup formation (condition 
i), the problem there is that the creation of subgroups can lead to various sorts of biases 
against outgroup members and in favour of ingroup members (Haslam, 2004). Stimulating 
and facilitating contact between diverse (sub)group members can attenuate such effects 
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). But even if there is no such division in subgroups between di-
verse group members, it may be that there are communication problems between diverse 
group members (condition ii). The causes of such communication problems may vary, ran-
ging from straightforward language barriers in cross-cultural teams to being accustomed 
to different jargons in cross-functional teams or differences in expressing oneself due to 
differences in personality. (Cross-cultural) communication training may help to bring mes-
sages across when communicating and interacting with diverse group members.
For work groups that are in the state of synergy (i.e., where certain values or catego-
ries of member characteristics are valid proxies for expertise or leadership and diversity 
leverages coordination, effi ciency, and/or innovation – see Chapter 3), from a distributive 
justice point of view practitioners may want to (formally) recognize those informal status 
differences. They should however be careful of institutionalizing status differences that 
are linked to different values or categories of member characteristics because it (a) trig-
gers social categorization processes, and (b) increases the possibility of status confi gura-
tion inaccuracy and illegitimacy. 
Consider the example of age as an indicator of experience. When age is connected to 
something as salient as a position, a faultline is created that, because of the relationship 
between differences in the value or category of a member characteristic and (formal) dif-
ferences in status, increases the likelihood that social categorization processes obtain (Lau 
& Murnighan, 1998). But even if age in general is an accurate indicator of experience or 
expertise, it does not automatically imply that older team members contribute more to 
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team performance than younger team members (i.e., in the case of status inaccuracy). 
Hence, when age becomes a determinant of one’s position or pay level, this can easily lead 
to perceptions of injustice (status illegitimacy) - particularly among younger employees 
who are paid less but perform on par with the older employees. Practitioners are therefore 
advised to avoid any structural differentiation between team members in status based 
on different values or subcategories in demographic, job-related or deep-level member 
characteristics. As argued in Chapter 7, a much better alternative is the differentiation 
between group members based on their acquisition and mastery of (task-)relevant vir-
tues. I contend that for a work group, those are the most important differences.
Conclusion
Diversity is consequential. But what exactly are those consequences? My dissertation has 
improved our understanding of the implications of (work group) diversity that – hope-
fully – push the fi eld forward. In particular the SCPM provides researchers with possible 
venues for future research. For practitioners, my conclusion that diversity is what you make 
of it contains a promise as well as a threat. However, I believe that the SCPM as well as the 
values and virtues approach that I advanced in this dissertation provide practitioners with 
insights and tools to reap the promises of diversity.
Footnote
¹. Of course, many dimensions of diversity (e.g., gender, ethnicity) have idiosyncratic socio-cultural histories that 
provide different and unique content to each of those diversity dimensions (e.g., Plaut, 2010). However, in the 
following sentences I argue that the key to understanding and accounting for these idiosyncratic histories and 
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In hoeverre werken teams die bestaan uit mannen en vrouwen op een andere manier dan 
teams die bestaan uit enkel mannen of enkel vrouwen? Presteert een team met mensen 
uit verschillende landen beter dan een team dat bestaat uit mensen die allemaal uit het-
zelfde land komen? Wat zijn de voor- en nadelen van een team dat bestaat uit een mix van 
medewerkers met veel en met weinig ervaring? 
Onderzoek naar de gevolgen van diversiteit (verschillen tussen mensen) in een team 
en in een organisatie probeert antwoord te geven op dit type vragen. Het onderzoek naar 
dit thema heeft de laatste decennia een grote vlucht genomen. Hiervoor zijn drie redenen 
te noemen. De eerste is dat de werkende populatie steeds diverser wordt: Enkele decen-
nia geleden was de typische werknemer in Nederland een blanke man. De globalisering 
en de arbeidsdeelname van vrouwen hebben er echter voor gezorgd dat veel werkne-
mers niet meer aan dit (stereo)typische beeld voldoen. De tweede reden is dat er steeds 
meer wordt gewerkt in teamverband en dat verschillende mensen dus steeds vaker met 
elkaar moeten samenwerken. De derde reden waarom er meer onderzoek wordt gedaan 
naar de gevolgen van diversiteit in een team en in een organisatie is omdat eerder onder-
zoek geen duidelijk beeld schiep over de mate waarin diversiteit in teams van invloed is 
op de team prestaties. In deze dissertatie richt ik mij op de vraag of, en zo ja waarom team 
prestaties worden beïnvloedt door diversiteit in teams.
Diversiteit en Team Prestaties
Ten eerste heb ik mij gericht op de vraag óf er een relatie bestaat tussen team diversiteit 
en team prestaties. Eerder onderzoek gaf een onduidelijk beeld in hoeverre diversiteit 
in teams een positieve of negatieve uitwerking heeft op team prestaties. Op basis van 
het similarity/attraction paradigma (Byrne, 1971) en het sociale categorisatie perspectief 
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) werd verondersteld dat diversiteit een negatieve invloed heeft op 
team prestaties. De gedachte hierachter is dat mensen geneigd zijn om andere mensen in 
te delen sociale categorieën en een voorkeur te hebben voor omgaan en samenwerken 
met mensen die tot dezelfde sociale categorie behoren als zij. Hoe meer teamleden op 
elkaar lijken, hoe soepeler en beter de samenwerking. Omgekeerd betekent dit dat op 
basis van het sociale categorisatie perspectief wordt verwacht dat een grotere mate van 
diversiteit leidt tot meer onbegrip en confl ict. Haaks hier tegenover staat het informatie/
besluit perspectief (Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997), welke stelt dat beslissingen beter wor-
den naarmate er meer en betere informatie voorhanden is. Omdat mensen die van elkaar 
verschillen vaak ook andere achtergronden en zienswijzen hebben, kan er op basis van 
het informatie/besluit perspectief worden verwacht dat diversiteit in teams samenhangt 
met de rijkheid aan informatie in het team: Hoe meer diversiteit, hoe groter de rijkheid aan 
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informatie, en hoe beter het potentieel om tot goede beslissingen te komen. 
Nadat in de jaren ’90 duidelijk werd dat er geen eenduidig directe relatie was tussen 
team diversiteit en team prestaties en dat dus noch het ene, noch het andere perspectief 
werd bevestigd, zijn onderzoekers onderscheid gaan maken tussen demografi sche en 
taakgerelateerde diversiteit. Men veronderstelde dat demografi sche diversiteit in teams 
(bijvoorbeeld geslacht, ethniciteit, leeftijd) vooral gerelateerd is aan sociale categorisatie 
en dus voornamelijk negatieve gevolgen heeft. Daarentegen verwachtte men dat taak-
gerelateerde diversiteit in teams (bijv. werkervaring, beroep) voornamelijk zou samen-
hangen met een rijkheid aan informatie in het team en dus behoort te leiden tot betere 
team prestaties. Andere studies leken deze conclusies echter te weerleggen. De eerste 
studie van deze dissertatie doet verslag van een meta-analyse, oftewel een kwantitatieve 
synthese van het bestaande onderzoek naar team diversiteit en team prestaties. Via deze 
meta-analyse was erop gericht om een antwoord te geven op de volgende vraag:
Hebben demografi sche en taakgerelateerde diversiteit een verschillende uitwerking op 
team prestaties, en welke indicatoren zijn van invloed op deze relatie?
Om deze vraag te beantwoorden, hebben we 146 studies geanalyseerd die gaan over de 
relatie tussen team diversiteit en team prestaties (zie hoofdstuk 2). Op basis daarvan heb-
ben we aangetoond dat de verschillende uitkomsten voor demografi sche en taakgere-
lateerde diversiteit voor een groot deel kunnen worden verklaard door wie de prestaties 
van de teams beoordeelt: Wanneer de prestaties van een team objectief worden bepaald, 
is er geen verschil tussen teams die divers zijn in demografi e of taakgerelateerdheid. Het-
zelfde geldt voor teams waarbij de prestaties worden beoordeeld door de teamleden of 
door teamleiders die onderdeel zijn van het team. Wanneer de prestaties van teams echter 
worden beoordeeld door teamleiders of andere beoordelaars die niet onderdeel zijn van 
het team, zien we dat demografi sch diverse teams slecht presteren en dat taakgerela-
teerde diversiteit positief samenhangt met team prestaties. 
Deze bevinding komt overeen met onze verwachtingen gebaseerd op onderzoek naar 
de invloed van stereotypes op de percepties van mensen, welke aantoont dat de percep-
ties van mensen meer beïnvloed worden door stereotypes naarmate ze minder bekend 
zijn met de persoon of groep in kwestie. Aangezien de stereotype verwachting is dat de-
mografi sche diversiteit een negatieve invloed heeft en taakgerelateerde diversiteit een 
positieve invloed (Joshi & Roh, 2009), is het dus goed mogelijk dat beoordelaars welke 
een team niet goed kennen zich eerder laten leiden in hun beoordelingen door hun ste-
reotypische indruk gebaseerd op de samenstelling van een team dan beoordelaars die 
onderdeel zijn van een team. 
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De invloed die stereotypische verwachtingen van beoordelaars hebben op de relatie 
tussen diversiteit en team prestaties hadden me aan het denken gezet over de veronder-
stellingen in diversiteitsonderzoek aangaande de groepsprocessen. Kon het niet zo zijn 
dat stereotypes binnen teams ook van invloed zijn op de prestaties van (diverse) teams? 
Deze vraag deed mijn aandacht verschuiven van de uitkomsten van diversiteit in teams 
naar de groepsprocessen in diverse teams.
Groepsprocessen in Diverse Teams
Veel sociaal-psychologisch en sociologisch onderzoek toont aan dat mensen geneigd 
zijn om mensen een status toe te kennen aan de hand van hun eigenschappen (Correll 
& Ridgeway, 2003), en dat deze status vervolgens van invloed is op zijn of haar gedrag en 
prestaties (Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2005). Op basis van onze stereotypes hebben man-
nen bijvoorbeeld over het algemeen een hogere status in organisaties dan vrouwen, en 
autochtonen een hogere status dan allochtonen. Onderzoek naar diversiteit had echter 
geen aandacht besteedt aan deze literatuur over status: Het sociale categorisatie perspec-
tief en het informatie/besluit perspectief besteedden niet of nauwelijks aandacht aan de 
rol die status mogelijk zou kunnen spelen in het groepsproces van diverse teams. De be-
langrijkste onderzoeksvraag voor dit deel van mijn dissertatie was dan ook: 
“Wat is de rol die status heeft in de relatie tussen de samenstelling van een (divers) team en 
team prestaties?”.
De zoektocht naar het antwoord op deze vraag mondde uit in een status perspectief op 
diversiteit. Allereerst hebben we dit status perspectief uiteengezet in een conceptueel 
raamwerk (zie hoofdstuk 3). Aan de hand van sociaal-psychologisch en sociologisch on-
derzoek naar status stellen we in dit hoofdstuk dat verschillen tussen mensen min of meer 
automatisch leiden tot status verschillen, en dat status verschillen van invloed zijn op de 
manier waarop groepsleden zich gedragen en presteren. We veronderstelden dat status 
verschillen in principe een positieve uitwerking op team prestaties hebben: Ze zorgen 
voor een heuristische rangorde, welke we een status confi guratie noemen. Deze status 
confi guratie verschaft duidelijkheid over wie de expert in het team behoort te zijn. We be-
argumenteren echter dat of deze status confi guratie ook daadwerkelijk een positieve uit-
werking heeft op de prestaties van een team afhangt van de mate van status accuraatheid 
(is de beoogde expert daadwerkelijk een expert), status legitimiteit (is men het ermee 
eens dat de persoon die als expert wordt gezien ook echt die status heeft), en stabiliteit 
(kan men gemakkelijk de status van expert verwerven of kwijtraken).
Een aantal van de veronderstellingen in ons status perspectief op diversiteit testten 
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we vervolgens aan de hand van experimenten met studenten die in een groep een taak 
samen maakten. Deze groepen bestonden uit vier mannelijke en vrouwelijke studenten 
(en dus divers waren op het gebied van geslacht) en werkten aan een ‘typisch manne-
lijke’ (rekenen) of ‘typisch vrouwelijke’ (emoties herkennen) taak. Om iemands status te 
meten, vroegen we aan de deelnemers om de taak competentie van de anderen te schat-
ten. Doordat we het gedrag van de teamleden registreerden met videocamera’s, konden 
we hun gedrag en individuele prestaties binnen het team analyseren. Deze individuele 
prestaties konden we vergelijken met objectieve data die we eerder hadden verzameld 
over ieder’s individuele vaardigheid wat betreft de taak waaraan ze in de groep moesten 
werken.
In het eerste experiment (zie hoofdstuk 4) keken we naar het gedrag en de prestaties 
van het individu in de groep. We veronderstelden dat groepsgenoten vanaf het begin een 
hoge of een lage status zou worden toegewezen op basis van hun sekse: Een hoge status 
wanneer hun sekse overeen komt met het type taak (mannelijk – rekenen, vrouwelijk – 
emoties herkennen), en een lage status wanneer dat niet zo is (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Ver-
volgens veronderstelden we dat status een voorspeller zou zijn van gedrag en prestaties: 
Hoe hoger iemands status, hoe zelfverzekerder die persoon zich zou gedragen en hoe 
beter die persoon ook zou presteren. Al deze veronderstellingen werden bevestigd door 
de data.
In het tweede experiment (zie hoofdstuk 5) keken we naar de prestaties van het team. 
Volgens het informatie/besluit perspectief presteren diverse teams vooral goed wanneer 
ze veel informatie met elkaar uitwisselen doordat op die manier de informatie gedeeld 
wordt (van Knippenberg, Homan, & De Dreu, 2004). Onderzoek naar status toont echter 
aan dat bij informatie uitwisseling er vaak meer aandacht uitgaat naar informatie die ge-
deeld wordt door mensen met een hoge status dan naar informatie die gedeeld wordt 
door mensen met een lage status. Zodoende veronderstelden wij dat de uitwisseling van 
informatie enkel voordelig zou zijn wanneer de persoon met de hoogste status in een 
team ook daadwerkelijk de inhoudelijke expert van het team was. Indien de persoon met 
de hoogste status niet het meest competente groeplid was, veronderstelden we dat team 
prestaties juist zouden lijden onder meer uitwisseling van informatie. Ook deze veronder-
stellingen werden bevestigd.
Beide experimenten boden zodoende bewijs voor ons status perspectief op diversiteit 
en toonden aan dat het status perspectief inzicht geeft in de groepsprocessen van diverse 
teams. Een belangrijke vraag die nog opgelost moest worden, was hoe het status perspec-
tief samenhangt met het sociale categorisatie en het informatie/besluit perspectief. We 
hebben zodoende een geintegreerd conceptueel model ontwikkeld dat het groepspro-
ces weergeeft via welke team diversiteit een positieve dan wel negatieve invloed heeft 
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op diversiteit (zie hoofdstuk 6). Hierin veronderstellen we dat een status confi guratie ont-
staat op basis van sociale categorisatie, en dat informatie uitwisseling en besluitvorming 
gebaseerd is op de status confi guratie: Hoe hoger iemands status, hoe meer invloed die 
persoon heeft op het informatie uitwisselings- en besluitvormingsproces. Volgens ons 
conceptueel model is de status confi guratie dus hét centrale begrip dat duidt hoe groeps-
processen in diverse teams positieve dan wel negatieve gevolgen kan hebben. Dit con-
ceptuele model biedt zodoende zowel duidelijkheid over de groepsprocessen die spelen 
in diverse teams als suggesties voor toekomstig onderzoek om ons begrip van de gevol-
gen van diversiteit voor het functioneren van teams te vergroten.
Een Nieuwe Benadering van Diversiteit in Organisaties
Ten derde heb ik mij verdiept in de vraag wat we kunnen doen met de uitkomsten van 
diversiteitsonderzoek. Er kan in de diversiteitsliteratuur onderscheid gemaakt worden tus-
sen twee verschillende benaderingen: De “business case” benadering en de “gelijkheids” 
benadering. De eerste beschouwt diversiteit als iets waar organisaties gebruik van kunnen 
en moeten maken (Ely & Thomas, 2001). Volgens deze benadering functioneren teams en 
organisaties het beste wanneer medewerkers elkaar aanvullen. Aan de hand van de busi-
ness case benadering dient diversiteitsonderzoek dus voornamelijk te duiden op welke 
manier diversiteit leidt tot betere resultaten. De gelijkheids benadering beschouwt diver-
siteit als iets wat door organisaties beschermd moet worden (Zanoni, Janssens, Benschop, 
& Nkomo, 2007). Doordat sommige groepen (bijv. vrouwen, buitenlanders) van nature een 
lagere status hebben dan andere groepen (bijv. blanke mannen), worden mensen met 
een lagere status op verschillende vlakken gediscrimineerd en mensen met een hogere 
status voorgetrokken. Volgens deze benadering is diversiteit zodoende niet iets dat van 
nature tot stand komt of wordt gewaardeerd, en is het tevens mogelijk dat diversiteit ne-
gatieve gevolgen heeft omdat niet al het talent gezien en benut wordt. 
Aanhangers van de gelijkheids benadering beschouwen de business case benadering 
over het algemeen als minder ethisch (Noon, 2007). Om te onderzoeken of dit echt zo is, 
heb ik gekeken naar de ethische onderbouwing van beide benaderingen. De onderzoeks-
vraag voor dit laatste deel van mijn proefschrift was: 
“Wat is een goede benadering voor het omgaan met diversiteit vanuit een ethisch perspec-
tief?”
Om deze vraag te beantwoorden, hebben we eerst de twee benaderingen vergeleken 
met de twee ethische perspectieven die het meest gangbaar zijn in de toegepaste ethiek: 
Utilitarianisme en deontologie (zie hoofdstuk 7). Volgens het utilitarianisme is iets goed 
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wanneer het leidt tot goede resultaten. Deontologie staat hier haaks tegenover door te 
stellen dat of iets goed is niet wordt bepaald door de uitkomsten, maar door principes: 
Iets is goed wanneer iemand handelt volgens algemeen geaccepteerde principes of re-
gels (bijv. behandel een ander zoals je zelf behandeld wil worden). We hebben gesteld 
dat de business case benadering hoofdzakelijk gestoeld is op utilitarianistisch denken en 
dat de gelijkheids benadering hoofdzakelijk gestoeld is op het deontologisch gedachten-
goed: Bij de business case benadering is het centrale uitgangspunt immers dat diversiteit 
geacht wordt tot positieve gevolgen te leiden, terwijl bij de gelijkheids benadering het 
principe centraal staat dat elk persoon gelijkwaardig behandelt dient te worden. Doordat 
in de ethiek utilitarianistisch en deontologisch denken haaks op elkaar staan en ze niet 
kunnen worden geïntegreerd in één coherent ethisch perspectief, beargumenteren wij 
in het eerste deel van dit hoofdstuk dat de business case benadering niet kan worden 
geïntegreerd met de gelijkheids benadering. 
In het tweede deel van dit hoofdstuk bieden wij een alternatieve benadering: De waar-
den en deugden benadering. Deze benadering is gestoeld in de Aristoteliaanse deugden 
ethiek. Volgens dit ethische perspectief is iets goed wanneer er wordt gehandeld volgens 
bepaalde deugden, zoals voorzichtigheid, verstandigheid, moed. We beargumenteren 
dat diversiteit niet zozeer in demografi sche or taakgerelateerde aspecten gezocht dient 
te worden, maar in deugden: Wanneer deugden meer centraal staan in organisaties, zou 
sociale categorisatie minder (negatieve) gevolgen hebben omdat deugden zich moei-
lijker laten stereotyperen dan demografi sche kenmerken. Daarnaast zou een nadruk op 
deugden leiden tot een meer optimale person-job fi t. Doordat verschillende posities an-
dere deugden vereisen, is een gevaar van deugdenethiek dat er teveel verscheidenheid 
ontstaat. Dit kan worden opgevangen door organisatiebrede waarden in te stellen. Deze 
waarden zorgen voor coherentie over de breedte van de organisatie – en dus ook tussen 
teamleden, ongeacht hoe verschillend ze van elkaar zijn.
Conclusie
Diversiteit in teams leidt tot een complexe samenhang van sociale categorisatie, status en 
besluitvormings processen die gezamenlijk prestaties van teams beïnvloeden. Een goed 
begrip van de gevolgen van diversiteit in teams en organisaties en een goede manier om 
diversiteit in teams te managen vergt een multidisciplinaire benadering. Dit is een belang-
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